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By Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: Petition of Edward M. McMillin
and members of the First Presbyterian Church of Adrian, Mich.,
to prevent the dealing in intoxicating drinks upon premises used
for military % —to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. SPERRY: Petition of Mansfield Post, of Middletown,
Conn., Grand Army of the Republie, favoring the passage of Sen-
ate bill No. 1477, relating to pensions—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

Also, petition of druggists of Waterbury, Derby, and Guilford,
Conn., for the repeal of the tax on medicines, perfumery, and cos-
metics—to the Committes on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEWART of New Jersey: Petition of Samuel Sykes
and other druggists of Paterson, N. J., for the repeal of the tax
on medicines, perfumery, and cosmetics—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEWART of Wisconsin: Resolutions of Samuel H.
Sizer Post, No. 207, of Marinette, Wis., Grand Army of the Re-
public, urging the passage of certain amendments to the present
pension law—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, petition of clerks of the Milwankee (Wis.) post-office, in
favor of the passage of House bill No. 4351, for the classification of

ostdoﬁice clerks—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-
oads.

Also, petition of Gallagher & McCarthy, of Shawano, Wis., for
the repeal of the stamp tax on proprietary medicines, perfumery,
etec.—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SULLOWAY: Petition of F. S. Prescott and 10 other
citizens of Epping, N. H., in favor of the pam%e of House bill
No. 3717, amending the oleomargarine law—to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD (by request): Paper to accompany
House bill to remove the charge of desertion from the record of
John J. Little—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of the heirs of V. Burrow, deceased, late of Lau-
derdale County, Ala., for reference of war claims to the Court of
Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, petition of Tabitha Stephens, of Jackson County, Ala., for
reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee
on War Claims,

Also, petition of the heirs of Nathaniel Kenmemer, deceased, of
Jackson County, Ala., to refer claim to the Court of Claims—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, petition of Malinda McClendon, of Jackson County, Ala.,
%;aying reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the

mmittee on War Claims.

Also, petition of George Cross, of Jackson County, Ala., pray-
ing reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, petition of David Derrick, of Jackson County, Ala.,
&aying reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the

mmittee on War Claims.

Also, petition of Sarah Derrick, of Jackson County, Ala.,
praying reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the
Committee on War Claims. 1

By Mr. WADSWORTH: Petition of 4 postal clerks of Dans-
ville, N. Y., favoring the ﬂgmge of House bill No. 4351—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

Algo, petition of James Gallagher and 10 members of Branch
355, National Association of Letter Carriers, Niagara Falls, N. Y.,
favoring the passage of House bill No. 4911, in the interest of
%t%s carriers—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-

oads.

Also, petition of Grange No. 870, Patrons of Husbandry, Caledo-
nia, N. Y., in favor of the passage of House bill No. 8717, known
as the Grout olecmargarine bill—to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

Also, petition of Grange No. 870, Patrons of Husbandry, of
Caledonia, N. Y., and B. N. Walker and 15 citizens of Bergen,
N. Y., in favor of Senate bill No. 1439, relating to an act to regu-
late commerce—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WEYMOUTH: Petition of the Baptist Church of Ash-
land, Mass., in favor of the Bowersock anti-canteen bill—to the
Committee on Insular Affairs.

By Mr. JAMES R. WILLIAMS: Papers to accompany House
bill granting an increase of pension to James R. Brackett—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, resolutions of the Cumberland Presbyterian Young Peo-
ple’s Society of Christian Endeavor of Mount Vernon, Ill., against
island saloons and canteens—to the Committee on Alcoholic
Liquor Traffic.

By Mr. WILSON of Idaho: Petition of C. H. Arbuckle, State
game warden. and other citizens of Idaho, for the establishment
of a fish hatchery at Henrys Lake, Idaho—to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Grain Dealers’ National Associa-
tion of Chicago, 1ll., praying for a reduction of the war-revenue
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tax on grain or cotton tickets and bills of lading—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, favoring the passage of House bill No. 10374, modify-
iﬁ:g Eha Loud bill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and ‘Post-

oads.

By Mr. ZIEGLER: Papers to accompany House bill granting a

néon to E. E. Loucks, widow of Isaac-Loncks, late of Company
?,e Twenty-sixth Pennsylvania Infantry—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, pa to accompany House bill to grant a pension to
Jacob A, Ei‘l;ﬂham, captain of Company F, Thirteenth Pennsyl-
vania Cavalry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

SENATE.
WEDNESDAY, May 9, 1900.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W, H. MiLsurN, D. D.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday'spro-
ceedings, when, on request of Mr. RAWLINS, and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Jour-
nal will stand approved.

TRADE RELATIONS WITH FRANCE AND ALGERIA,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secre of the Treasury, transmitting, in
responss to a resolution of the 26th ultimo, a statement showinﬁ
the quantity and value of merchandise imported into the Unite
States from France and Algeria, by months; under the provisions
of the reciprocal commercial arrangement concluded on May 28,
1898, etc.; which, with the accompanying papers, was referred to
the Committee on Finance, and ordered to be printed.

ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF CIVIL-SERVICE LAW.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Attorney-General, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the 2d instant, certain information relative to
what action, if any, has been taken b{l the Department of Justice
in reference to alleged violations of the civil-service law; which,
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on
Civil Service and Retrenchment, and ordered to be printed.

WILLIAM H., THEOBALD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before 1the Senate a com-
munication from the Aftorney-General, in response to a resolu-
tion of the 30th ultimo, calling for the report of Special Agent
W. A. Sutherland, relative to the connection of William H. Theo-
bald with the Chinese investigation and criminal trial of Deputy
Collector Porter, of Malone, etc., stating that for certain reasons
given he deems it his duty for the present not to make the report
public; which was ord to lie on the table and be printed.

GOVERNMENT FOR HAWAIL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting esti-
mates of appropriations required to carry out certain provisions
of an act entitled *“An act to provide a government for the Terri-
tory of Hawaii,” approved April 80, 1800; which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

COMPENSATION IN LIEU OF MOIETIES,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
municalion from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
letter from the acting chief of division of customs, Treasury
Department;, in relation to the inadequacy of the sum of $10,000
for *‘compensation in lien of moieties,” for the ensning fiscal
year, and recommending that the amount be increased to $§20.000;
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

COURTS IN HAWAIL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a commu-
nication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter
from the Attorney-General submitting additional estimates of
appropriations for salaries of clerk amd reporter of the United
States district conrt, additional United States district judges, and
miscellaneous expenses, United States courts, Territory of Hawaii:
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

ELECTION IN CUBA.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a commu-
nication from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in further re-
sponse to a resolution of March 21, 1900, certain information rela-
tive to the qualifications required to entitle a person to vote at
the coming election in the island of Cuba, ete.; which, with the
accompanying papers, was referred to the Commiitee on Rela-
tions with Cuba, and ordered to be printed.
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GATHMANN TORPEDO SHELL AND GUN.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting, in
response to a resolution of the 7th instant, the reports of experi-
ments with the Gathmann t o shell and gun; which, on
motion of Mr, HALE, was, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred tothe Committee on Naval Affairs, and ordered to be printed.

UNION PACIFIC RAILWAY,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Attorney-General, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the 14th instant, copies of all papers on file in
the Department of Justice relative to the distribution of the re-
ceivership fund of the Union Pacific Railway Com?&ny: which,
with the accom(}:gm}'ing papers, was referred to the Committee on
Pacific Railroads, and ordered to be printed.

VESSEL BRIG UNION,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting the conclusions of fact and of law filed under the act of
January 20, 1885, in the French spoliation claims set ount in the
annexed findings by the court relating to the vessel brig Union,
John Walker, master; which, with the accompanying papers, was
referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
BROWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had agreed
to the amendments of the Senate to the jointresolution (H. J. Rea.
198) providing for the printing and distribution of the general re-
port of the expedition of the steamer Fishhawk to Porto Rico, in-
cluding the chapter relating to the fish and fisheries of Porto Rico,
as contained in the Fish Commission Bulletin for 1900,

The message also announced that the House had passed the fol-
lowing bills:

A bill (8. 392) to pay the General Marine Insurance Company,
of Dresden, the sum of §1,434.12 for certain coupons detached from
United States bonds, which said coupons were lost on the Cunard

steamship Oregon, sunk at sea March 14, 1886;
diA lllii:l:n{S. 1284) for the relief of W. H. L. Pepperell, of Concor-
a,

8.3

A bill (8. 1356) for the relief of Edwin L. Field; and

A bill (S. 15894) for the relief of the Union Iron Works, of San
Francisco, Cal.

The message further announced that the House had passed the
following bills; in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

A bill (H. R. 1409) for the relief of Robert A. Ragan; :

A bill (H. R. 2824) to pay certain judgments against John C,
Bates and Jonathan A. Yeckley, captain and first lientenant in
the United States Army, for acts done by them under orders of
their superior officers;

A bill (H. R. 3044) for the relief of John M. Martin, of Ocala,

1a.;
DA bill (H. R. 3376) for the relief of Franklin Lee and Charles F,

unbar;

A bill (H. R. 38819) for the relief of the widows and children of
William Ryan and John 8. Taylor, deceased;

A bill (H. R. 5324) for the relief of the employees of William
M, Jacobs:

A bill (H. R. 5739) for the relief of Gus A. Nowak; and

A bill (H. R. 6749) for the relief of Mary A. Swift.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the following enrolled bills; and they were thereupon
signed by the President pro tempore:

A bill (S, 1477) in amendment of sections 2 and 3 of an act en-
titled ““An act granting pensions to soldiers and sailors who are
incapacitated for the performance of manual labor, and providing
for pensions to widows, minor children, and dependent parents,”
approved June 27, 1890; ]

A bill (H. R. 4368) granting a pension to Flora B. Hinds; and

A bill (H. R. 8405) granting a pension to Sophronia Seely.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. PENROSE presented a petition of the Board of Trade of
Wilkesbarre, Pa., praying for the adoption of certain amendments
to the postal laws relating tosecond-class mail matter; which was
referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented a petition of the Erie Central Labor Union,
American Federation of Labor, of Erie Pa., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation increasing the compensation of letter carriers;
E‘l)ng was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-

adas.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Sunbury and

i inny, Pa., praying for the enactment of legislation provid-
ing for the reclassification of clerks in the Railway Mail Service;

gg;%h was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-
8.

He also nted petitions of Brandywine Grange, No. 60;
Columbia (gra.nge, No. 83, and of Chestnut Gr , No. 138, all
Patrons of Husbandry, in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for
the enactment of legislation to secure to the people of the country
the advantages of State confrol of imitation dairy products;
wl;;h were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

He also presented petitions of Pioneer Grange, No. 1098; of
Charleston Union Grange, No. 1017, and of Eureka Grange, No.
607, all Patrons of Husbandry, in the State of Pennsylvania, pray-
ing for the adoption of cerfain amendments to the interstate-com-
merce law; which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the First
Presbyterian Church of Susquehanna, Pa., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in
any post exchange, or canteen, or transport, or upon any premises
used for military purposes by the United States; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

_He also grasented petitions of the Young Men’s Christian Asso-
ciation and of the congregations of the United Brethren, Presby-
terian, and Calvary Lutheran churches, all of Wilkinsburg, in
the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion to prohibit the importation, manufacture, and sale of intoxi-
::]altx?agbllquors and opium in Hawaii; which were ordered to lieon

e e.

Mr. MALLORY presented a resolution adopted by the Demo-
crats of Hamilton County, Fla.,in convention assembled, in favor
of the election of United States Senators by a direct vote of the

; péia; which was referred to the Committee on Privileges and

ections.

Mr. HOAR presented petitions of the congregations of the Meth-
odist Church of Aahlang.e the Baptist Church of Ashland, and the
Congregational Church of Ashland, all in the State of Massachu-
setts, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale
of intoxicating liquors in any post exchange or canteen or trans-
%ort, or upon any premises used for military purposes by the
Ag_ed States; which were referred to the Committee on Military

irs,

Mr. THURSTON presented petitions of the Modern Woodmen
societies of Hendley, Wolbach, and Pleasantdale, all in the State
of Nebraska, praying for the adoption of anamendment to section
4, paragraph 5, of the so-called Loud bill, relating to second-class
mail matter; which were referred tothe Committee on Post-Offices
and Post-Roads.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. MARTIN, fromthe Committee on the District of Columbia,
to whom wasreferred the bill (8. 4427) for the relief of George W.
1;]ijng, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report

ereon.

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the
amendment submitted by Mr. DaxieL on the 8th instant, pro-
posing to a]ilprgpﬁate $200,000 to enable the Secretary of War to
commence the construction of a memorial bridge across the Poto-
mac River to Arlington, intended to be proposed to the sundry
civil appropriation bill, reported favorably thereon, and moved
that it be referred to the Committee on Appropriations and
printed; which was to.

He also, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was referred
the amendment submitted by Mr. VesT on the 8th instant, pro-
posing to appropriate 835,000 to pay W. R. Austin & Co. for mar
terials furnished to the Interior Department for use in the
Eleventh Census, intended to be proposed to the sundry civil ap-
propriation bill, reported favorably thereon, and moved that it be
referred e’;g tha Committee on Appropriations and printed; which
was agr 0.

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to whom
was referred the bill (H. R. 5886) granting a pension to William
g. Lane, reported it with amendments, and submitted a report

ereon.

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the
bill (H. R. 911) to amend section 1176 of the Revised Statutes of
the United States, submitted an adverse report thereon; which
was agreed fo, and the bill was postponed indefinitely.

Mr, STEWART, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was
referred the bill (8. 866) for the relief of Payne, James & Co., re-
ported it with an amendment, and submitted a report thereon.

Mr. TELLER, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was
referred the amendment submitted by himself on the 7th instant,
proposing to appropriate $3,660 to pay for the work of arranging
and preparing the index of private claims introduced during the
Fifty-second, Fifty-third, Fifty-fourth, and Fifty-fifth Congresses,
intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation bill, re-
ported favorably thereon, and moved that it be referred to the
Committee on Appropriations and printed; which was to.

Mr, HAWLEY, from the Committee on Military , to
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whom was referred the bill (S. 1673) to grant an honorable dis-
charge from the military service to Charles H. Hawley, reported
it without amendment, and submitted a report thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the
amendment submitted by himself on the 11th ultimo, proposing fo
appropriate $2,500 for the reburial of the bodies of about 128 Con-
federate soldiers which are buried in the National Soldiers’ Home,
near Washington, D. C., intended to be proposed to the sundry
civil appropriation bill, reported it with an amendment, submit-
ted a report thereon, and moved that it be referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and printed; which was agreed to.

MESSENGER FOR COMMITTEE.

Mr. JONES of Nevada, from the Committee to Audit and Con-
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, reported the follow-
ing resolution; which was considered by unanimous consent, and
agreed to:

Resolved, That the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Senate be, and he is hereby,
directed to appoint a messenger for the Committee to Audit and Control the
Continﬁant Expenses of the Senate,whoseservicesshall be devoted excl Mlﬁﬁ
to the business of said oommmt% and that the messenger so appointed s
be selected by said committee and paid from the eonth:‘_ﬁgnt fund of the Sen-
ate at the rate of §1,440 per annum until otherwise provided for by law.

THOMAS D, GOLD,

Mr. MARTIN, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was
referred the bill (8. 787) for therelief of Thomas D. Gold, admin-
istrator of Zebedee Gray, of Clarke County, State of Virginia, re-
ported the following resolution; which was considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to:

Resolved, That the bill (8. 787) entitled “A bill for the relief of Thomas D.
Gold, administrator of Zebedee Gray, of Clarke County, State of Virginia,”

now ing in the Senate, together with all the accom s, be,

ying pape: s
and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of Claims, in pursuance of the

provisions of an act entitled “An act to provide for the bringing of suits

ﬁmnait the Government of the United States,” approved March 3, 1887, And
e sa.

d court shall p with the same in accordance with the provisions
of such act, and report to the Senate in accordance therewith.

THOMAS B, SMITH.

Mr. EEAN, from the Committee on Claims, to whom was re-
ferred the bill (8. 2820) for the relief of Thomas B, Smith, admin-
istrator of Thomas S. Hardaway, reported the following resolu-
tion; which was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to:

Resolved, That the bill (S. 28%0) entitled “A bill for the relief of Thomas B.
Bmith, administrator of Thomas S. Hardaway,” now pending in the Senate. to-
gether with all the accompanying papers, be,and thesameis hereby, referred
to the Court of Claims, in pursoance of the provisions of an act entitled “An
act to provide for the bringing of suits nst the Government of the United
States," approved March 3, 1857. And the said court shall proceed with the
game in accordance with the provisions of such act, and report to the Senate
in accordance therewith.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Mr, PENROSE introduced the following bills; which were
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee
on Pensions:

A bill (S, 4619) granting an increase of pension to Frances Gralg;

A Dbill (8, 4620) granting an increase of pension to William D,
Johnson;

A bill (S. 4621) granting an increase of pension to Mary Von
Kusserow; an A .

A bill (S.4622) granting an increase of pension to John Stauffer.

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (S. 4623) to remit the sentence
of general conrt-martial against Milton Osthein, late a private of
Company H, Twelfth United States Infantry, and nt him an
honorable discharge; which was read twice by its title, and, with
the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

He also introduced a bill (8. 4624) to correct the military record
of George Adams; which was read twice by its title, and referred
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also introduced a bill (8. 4625) for the relief of Jane W.
Mason: which was read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Claims.

He also introduced a bill (S. 4626) to provide for the purchase
of a site and the erection of a public building thereon at Newcas-
tle, in the State of Pennsylvania; which was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Mr. BATE introduced a bill (S. 4627) for the relief of Davidson
County, in the State of Tennessee; which was read twice by its
title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

Mr. TELLER introduced a bill (S. 4628) for the relief of M:

B. Spencer, administratrix of Albert G. Boone, deceased; whi
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on

Claims,

Mr, SPOONER introduced a bill (S, 4629) to amend sections
2597 and 2598 of the Revised Statutesrelating to customs districts
and customs officers in the State of Wisconsin; which was read
twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Commerce.

_He also introduced a bill (8. 4630) granm an increase of pen-
sion to James H. Bellinger; which was twice by its title,
;’nﬂ, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on

AMENDMENTS TO SUNDRY CIVIL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. PENROSE submitted an amendment directing the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to reexamine and reandit the claim of the
State of Pennsylvania for money expended in aid of the suppres-
sion of the war of the rebellion, intended to be proposed by him
to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was ordered to be
printed, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, "

He also submitted an amendment proposing to approuynata
$3,380.08 to pay Edward Bedloe, late consul-general of the United
States at Canton, China, balance of salary due him, intended to
be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to
be printed. 1 *
Mr. MALLORY submitted an amendment prlc;.posing toincrease
the limit of cost for public building at Tampa, Fla., from $250,000
to $350,000, intendeg to be proposed by him to the sundry civil
appropriation bill; which was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

e also submifted an amendment proposing to appropriate
830,000 for completing the improvement of the military roadway
from Pensacola, Fla., to the national cemetery near that city, in-
tended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and
ordered to be printed. .

Mr, CLAY snbmitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
$10,000 to construct a road from Graysville, Ga., to the Chicka-
mauga National Military Park, intended to be proposed by him fo
the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs, and ordered to be printed.

Mr. TURNER submitted an amendment directing the Secretary
of War toappoint a board of officers to make an examination and

repare estimates for the improvement of Snake River, in the
gtntes of Idaho and Washington, intended to be proposed by him
to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce, and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to make appropria-
tions for continuing the improvement of Cowlitz River, Skagit
River, Olympia Harbor, ete., all in the State of Washington, in-
tended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce, and or-
dered to be printed.

3Mr. SHOUP submitted an amendment proposing tonpﬁ)ro riate
$2,070 to pay the legal representatives of Gilman Sawtelle, Bneat
River, Idaho, for remuneration for damages done to his property
by United States troops, intended to be proposed by him to the
sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

He alsosubmitted an amendment proposing to appropriate $2,400
to pay the heirs of Darius B. Randall, deceased, for certain im-

rovementssituatedon the Nez Perce Indian Reservation,intended

be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which

;r:s referied to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to
printe

Mr, FORAKER submitted an amendment proposing to ap
priate $3,000 for the erection of a monument on the battlefield at
Old Fort Pigua, Clark County, Ohio, to commemorate the victory
of Col. George Rogers Clark and the Kentucky soldiers under his
command, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the sundry civil
appropriation bill; which was ordered to be printed, and, with the
accompanyin Eﬁ'ﬂpapor,referred tothe Commitfee on Appropriations.

My, FOSTER submitted an amendment proposing toappropriate
£300,000 for the establishment of joint light-houses and fog-signal
stations in Alaskan waters, intended to be proposed by him to the
sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BARD submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
§50,000 for the construction of a wagon road within the boundary
of the Yosemite National Park, ete., intended to be proposed by
him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

He also submi an amendment proposing to appropriate
§31,300 for the EJrlt:ltection of Sequoia National Park, int.en«})ed to
be proposed by him to the sundry civil appropriation bill; which
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to
be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
$§50,000 for the purchase and making free of any one of the toll
roads in the Yosemite National Park which the Secretary of the
Interior may select, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the
sundry civil appropriation bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

INVESTIGATION OF PANAMA CANAL.

Mr. MORGAN. I move that House Report No. 2615, Filty-
second second session, being a report from the Special
Comnga‘ijae to Investigate the Panama Canal Company, etc., be

rin
e motion was agreed to.
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ANTONIO Q. LOVELL AND OTHERS.

. Mr. MONEY submitted the following resolution; which was
relerred to the Committee on Claims:

Resolved, That the bill (S. 4278) entitled “A bjll for the relief of Antonio Q.
Lovell and others,” now pending in the Benate, to%ether with all the ac-
companying papers, be, and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of
Claims, in pursuance of the provisions of an act entitled *'An act to provide
for the bringing of suits t the Government of the United States," ap-
proved Marehg 1887, And the said court shall proceed with the same in ac-
cordanee with the provisions of such act, and report to the Senate in accord-

ance therewith.
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED.

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles and
referred to the Committee on Claims:

A bill (H. R. 1409) for the relief of Robert A. Ragan;

A bill (H. R. 2824) to pay certain judgments against John C.
Bates and Jonathan A. Yeckley, captain and first lientenant in
the United States Army, for acts done by them under orders of
their superior officers;

A bill (H. R. 3044) for the relief of John M. Martin, of Ocala,

Fla.;
A bill (H, R. 8376) for the relief of Franklin Liee and Charles F.
Dunbar;

A bill (H. R. 8819) for the relief of the widows and children of
William Ryan and John S, Taylor, deceased; .
: A Dbill (H. R. 5324) for the relief of the employees of William M.

acobs;
A bill (H, R, 57389) for the relief of Gus A. Nowak; and
A bill (H. R. 6749) for the relief of Mary A, Swift.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there further morning busi-
ness?

Mr, HALE. Mr. President—

1Th3 PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is
closed.

Mr. HALE. I ask that the naval appropriation bill be laid
before the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine moves
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the naval appro-
priation bill.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Commitiee of
the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R, 10450)
making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1901, and for other purposes.

Mr. HALE, Mr. President, when the Senate ended considera-
tion of this bill for yesterday it was in secret session, which had
been brought about by the motion of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr, TrLuax]. 1 leave it now to the Senator from
South Carolina in the present condition to take such counrse as he
deems wise as to going on in open session or going into secret
session.

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, Mr, President, remembering what oc-
curred in the Senate g‘eaterday, and the predictions that were
made as to what would appear in the newspapers this morning,
Ireally feel that any attempt to keep the matters we were discuss-
ing from being made public is almost hopeless. It will be remem-
bered by those who were present yesterday afternoon and who
have read the morning paper that there is a great deal more in
the paper than was brought out here. So it appears that we may
reasonably——

Mr, CHANDLER. Mr, President, I rise to a question of order.

Mr. VEST. I rise to a question of order.

Mr. CHANDLER, Iyield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. VEST. Isuggest that we had better go into secret session
if that sort of a remark is to be made.

Mr. CHANDLER. Such, I understand, is the vote of the
Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri
moves——

Mr. TILLMAN. I hope the Senator will let me get through
with my observation.

Mr. VEST. I make the motion becanse I think the statement
of the Senator does exactly what we wish to prevent. He is now
going on to state that in view of what is published in the papers
this morning it is useless to go into secret session. That isan ad-
vertisement to the public that the papers reported correctly what
occurred here,

Mr, CHANDLER. I join in the motion of the Senator from
Missouri.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Sergeant-at-Arms will
clear the galleries and close the doors.

The Senate (at 12 o'clock and 20 minutes p. m.) proceeded to
deliberate with closed doors, and at 1 o’clock and 3 minutes p. m.
the doors were reopened.

Mr. HALE, Mr. President, if I can have the attention of the
Senate I will do what I ordinarily would not do upon an appro-
Eﬂation bill, proceed to argue it before objection has been made;

ut 1 know that this proposition involves the whole contest, and
that we will have it before us to-day.

Mr. TILLMAN., Mr. President, I will relieve the embarrass-
ment of the Senator from Maine, if he will permit me, by offering
an amendment to the Senate amendment, so that he will then
have a basis upon which to speak. : g

Mr. HALE. 1 yield for that purpose.

Mr. TILLMAN. On page 63, in line 23, after the word ‘“dol-
lars,” I move to strike ont down to and inciuding the word “ roy-
alties,” in line 4 on page 66; then, in line 6, page 66, after the
word “* above,” I move to insert *‘at $300 per long ton;” then, in
line 12, after the word ** That,” I move tostrike out the word **if;”
then I move to strike out everything after the word * Navy,” in
line 12, down to and including the word **he,” in line 17.

1f Senators will get their bills and make these corrections, the
will then be able to grasp the purport of the amendment pro
by the committee as it would read after this amendment of mine
has been incorporated into it.

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Will the Senator again state the
amendment?-

Mr. PETTUS. Let the amendment be read from the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated.

Mr, ALLISON, at does the Senator propose to substitute
for the lan contained between line 6 and line 12?

Mr. TILLMAN. Ileave that there.

Mr. BACON. Now, can not the Senator state succinctly ex-
actly what is S(p)roposed by the amendment?

Mr. ALLISON. I ask that the amendment may be read.

Mr. TILLMAN, I will read it, so as to be sure that Senators
will have it right.

Commencing on line 23, on page 65, after the word ‘‘dollars,”
strike out down to and including the word “royalties,” in line 4
on page 66, It will then read:

If, after due advertisement, the Secretary of the Navy should be unable to
contract for such armor dadﬁnat.eﬁ above at §00 per long ton, then and in that
event the Secretary of the Navy is anth to procure armor of the best
quality for the battle ships Maine, Ohio, and Missouri, now awaiting armor,
and to pay therefor not to exceed $545 per ton of 2,240 pounds: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the Navy—

Now, go down to line 17, striking out the rest, and it will read:

is hereby directed to procure or purchase a suitable site and erect thereon
an armor-plate factory, ete.

Mr. President, unless the Senator from Maine wishes to go on,
1 will explain. I say I offer these amendmentsin order to give the
Senator from Maine an %pportunity to speak, If he prefers, I
will open the matter a little and then let him come in, or let him
g0 01 NOW.

Mr. HALE. I will go on now.

Mr. ALLISON. Will the Senator from Maine permit me a
moment?

Mr, HALE. Certainly. 3

Mr, ALLISON. Do I understand that these are the two rival
propositions which are now presented for debate?

Mr. HALE. = Undoubtedly—the modification proposed by the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TiLLMAN] and the amendment
proposed by the majority of the Committee on Naval Affairs,

hfr. CHANDLER. It seems tome, Mr. President, that the mo-
tion made should be understood at the desk, for we are going to
vote on it after a while, and before itig argued Iask thatit be read.

Mr. TILLMAN, Iaskthatit be read. I desire to see if the
clerks have got the amendment down correctly.

Mr. HAWLEY, Let the amendment of the committee be read
as it will stand if thp amendment of the Senator from Sounth Car-
olina be ed to. .

Mr. STEWART. Let the amendment be read as it is proposed
to be amended.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendment of the committee as proposed to be amended. -

The Secretary proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HALE. Is the Secretaryproposing to read the amendment
as proposed to be amended by the Senator from South Carolina?

he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary is reading the
entire amendment as proposed to be amended by the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. HALE. Very well.

The SECRETARY. Itispro
ported by the Committee on
65, 80 as to read as follows:

Armor and armament: Toward the armament and armor of domestic
manufacture for the vessels anthorized by act of March 2, 1805; for thoss
authorized by the act of June 10, 1806; for those authorized the act of
March 3, 1897; for those authorized by the act of May 4, 1808; for t! author-
ized by the act of March 3, 1809, and for those authorized by this act,
s-l,tmil)&). 1f, after due advertisement, the Secretary of the Navy should be
unable to contract for such armor designated above at $300 per long ton, then,
and in that event, the Bocmuu;f of the Navy is authorized to procure armor
of the best quality for the battle ships Maine, Ohio, and Missouri, now awnit-
ing armor, and t.o%a]y therefor not to ex L $545 per ton of z.zﬂdponnds:
Provided further, That the SBecretary of the Navy is hereby direc to pro-
cure or purchase a suitable site and erect thereon an armor-plate factory at
a cost not to exceed $4,000,000: and to carry out the purposes of this provision
the sum of §2,000,000 dollars is horebq_:[;pvpropﬂn and made immediatel
available, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.
And in no case shall a contract be made for the construction of the hull of

any vessel anthorized by this act until a contract has been made for the
armor of such vessel.

sed to amend the amendment re-
aval Affairs after line 13, on page
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Mr. TILLMAN. I will state that in the event of the adoption
of the previous amendment the last provision should go out. It
wonld remain in, however, if the committee amendment as it is
- printed is retained by the Senate.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the committee in this amendment
has sought to relieve the country from an embarrassment which
it feels must be irksome to almost everybody. Right in the midst
of our remarkable advance in the construction of naval ships,
when we were producing the best naval craft in the world and
were armoring the naval craft in the best manner, and were bring-
ing out ships which were the wonder of the naval powers of the
earth and a source of pride to the American people, we were at
once nrrested_b_l\;the conflict that arose with peference to the cost
of the armor plate which must be put upon war ships. The old
navy had disap ed; unarmored ships were good for nothing;
nobody was building them; if you had ships, you must have armor
to make them battle ships. We had been going on and had been

ying great prices for armor supplied to the Government, the

st armor Elant having been erected at the instance of the Gov-
ernment and patronized by it, and the second armor plant also at
the instance of the Government and patronized by it, and the Gov-
ernment’s armor contracts divided between the two, until at last
it was found, in the course of doing this business, that instead of
the two armor plants being competitors, with the Government
having an advantage, as it had in the building of ships where there
was actual competition and very close competition, the two armor
plants put their heads together and dictated the prices; and a
feeling of natural resentfulness came up with reference to it.

I had thatfeeling myself, Mr. President. I felt that the Gov-
ernment was being imposed upon; that it ought to get its armor
cheaper, and that something should be done. An investigation at
the instance of the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr, CHANDLER]
was entered into, and it was found that we had been paying $60
a ton for 1887, $646 for 1893, $547 for 1806, 8400 for 1899, §574 for
1890, $671 for 1893, $552 for 1898, $400 again for 1899, the average
being something like $360 or §570 per ton. We had been getting
good armor, The result of the investigation was that these man-
ufacturers, taken by the throat, as I may say, brought to a con-
sideration of the real question, came down, and they furnished
armor for the ships of the 1897 class for $400, with a royalty of a
half a cent a pound, making $412, That was the best known ar-
mor then, the Harvey armor, the armor that had been carbonized.
I think if nothing had occurred to change the kind of armor, if
improvements had not been made, we should probably have gone
on in the ordinary way, appropriating for ships, buying armor at
$400 and a royalty, and that not much question wounld have arisen
as to an armor plant.

But naturally, Mr. President, as it was seen that when we had
ships that needed armor these companies demanded higher prices,
claiming that they had got a new patent, the Krupp process, and
going up from $400 to $545, there was again this restivenessin Con-
gress, a feeling that it was too much, that we were being imposed
upon. All of us felt that way. Last year the Senate decided,
although passing alarge programme of new ships, that only $300
should be paid per ton, and the Department under that—at a later
stage of the debate I will put in the letters showing it all—tried
to get contracts at $300 and could not.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator pardon me a moment if I ask
him, in connection with his narration, to state the result of the
investigation conducted by the Navy Department in the Fifty-
fourth Congress?

Mr. HALE. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr, TILLMAN]
will state that more fully.

Mr. BACON. Ithought it would be right in line with the mat-
ter about which the Senator is giving information.

Mr, HALE. The general result was that the Secretary of the
Navy recommended as the price.
Mr. BACON. The point to which I wish to direct the Senator’s

statement is the result of the investigation which, the Senator will
remember, was made by certain officers of the Navy, under the
direction of the Secratary, as to what was the actual cost.

Mr, HALE. That varied.

Mr. BACON. My recollection is it was about $300.

Mr. HALE. The Secretary, in summing it up, reckoned that
it wounld not be $300, but allowing for interest and plant and all
that, recommended $400, for which armor was furnished for one
set of sh]i:Es. :

Mr, TILLMAN. If the Senator would like it to goin, I can
put it in right here.

Mr, HALE. No; I will let the Senator, for it will be more
symmetrical, give it in what he is to say.

I am only going over this briefly to explain this provision of
ours and why we put it in, Last year we adopted &00 per ton
and got no bids. At the same time we authorized 3 battle ships,
3 cruisers, and some harbor-defense vessels. We had then behind
another 3, the Maine, Missouri, and Ohio, first-class battle ships,
with nothing done upon them.

Noyw, this winter, when the Naval Committee of the Senate met

this question, it found that it had been-impossible to get armor
for $300. It found that there were behindhand 5 battle ships,
3 big cruisers. 1 or 2 other smaller vessels; and in addition to that
the House had sent us a bill for 2 more battle ships. 8 big armored
cruisers, and 8 or 4 protected cruisers, making in all 7 battle ships,
6 cruisers, and 4 protected cruisers, with no provision for armor.

Well, it was an intolerable position, Mr. President. It would
make us the laughingstock of the world, Nothing could be
brutum fulmen more than, without having armor, to provide for
the construction of such a navy as that, for the ships of the three
years that are behindhand make a great navy in themselves—7
battle ships, 6 great cruisers, and 4 protected cruisers. It is a
greater fleet than will ever be seen together on the waters of the
world at any place. &

Mr. PLATT of Connecticut. Seventeen in all,

Mr. HALE. Seventeen modern ships, costing inall $50,000,000,
the armor upon which would cost §35,000,000, and not a particle
of provision for armor. ;

will tell you, Mr, President, it made the Committee on Naval
Affairs of the Senate sober when it came fo consider the subject,
and I for one felt and others felt like giving way on some of the
things we never believed in. I have never believed in a Govern-
ment armor plant, but I began to see that unless something was
done to hold over the contracting firms who make the armor we
wonuld never get any armor, and the committee set itself to devise
some plan that would compel good armor to be furnished ata
rt;m%nabla price by the companies, or to construct a Government
plant,

Now, the majority of the committee did and does feel to-day
that if this thing can be done, just as ships have been built, by
private enterprise, it is very much better than by Government
enterprise. I do not belong to the school, the order, of political

4 | thought which thinks that everything should be paternal, I be-

long to the other school. We are apt to be governed too much.
Anything that can be done by private enterprise is better done in
that way than for the Government to do it. If the ships in our
Navy, which have been such successes, had been built in Govern-
ment yards, they would have cost 40 per cent more, it would have
taken 50 per cent more time, and they wounld not have been as good
ships by 30 per cent. 'We have stimulated and invited the activity
and ingenuity of private builders all over the country, and we
have got the ships. It is the same about armor. You can get
better armor, you can get it quicker; you will have none of the
scandals that appertain togovernmental establishments that you
would have if you turn it over to the Government; and the ma-
jority of the committee felt that way; but it also felt that it might
c?me to the point where it wounld be obliged to have an armor
plant.

Now, what have we done? We have looked over all the prices.
The price for harveyized armor which we have paid is §400 per
ton, and a half cent per pound, making eleven dollars and a half
for the harveyized armor. Astothe pp armor—and I am not
going into the details about that—I am willing to accept the opin-
ion of the world. Itis being used by the world to-day. Ithink
it is exaggerated. The extent of superiority that it has over the
Harvey armor, I think, is put up. 1 think the price that these
Eeopla ask is too much., They undoubtedly pay a royalty. They

ave to pay that. Itis, I believe, a better armor than the har-
veyed armor—considerably better. But I think they have been
making a profit on the Harvey armor. I am willing they should
make a fair profiton the Krupparmor, Idonottakeintoaccount
the late ex%;eriments as affecting this question in the least. A
capped shell will go through 14 inches of Harvey armor. It will
go through 8 or 10 or 9 inches of Krup;l) armor, but we have got
to have one or the other or else stop building,

Now, the committee, looking at the cost of harveyed armor
that we had paid without protest; looking at the prices that we
had paid, at an average of $575 per ton, in the early years of ship-
bnilding: looking at the price the companies demand of us, have
cast this bill apon this scheme. It is not ours. I am bounnd to
say it is the Vandiver amendment offered in the House, and on a
point of order under their rules turned down. The moment I read
it I saw the solution. I said, ‘It is a bright mind that has fur-
:n‘ahzid that solution to this most vexed question which we onght

o solve.”

That is all there is of it, Mr. President. We said to these
armor-plate manufacturers, ** You may have these contracts, let
by the Navy Department under all the regulations and safegnards
that have been thrown about previous contracts, at not §545,
which is not as much as we paid in our first essays at shipbuild-
ing; not $412, which we paid for harveyed armor; but we will
give you not your $140, $30 aaditional, but we will give you
twenty-seven or twenty-eight dollars additional for your royalty,
and if you will furnish this armor at $445 you shall have that
privilege.” The Secretary of the Navy has no power further than
that. That is the langnage. ;

That in contracts for armor plate for any of the vessels above mentioned—

That is, all of themi— '
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the Secretary of the Navy is authorized to procure armor of the best quality
:i‘. an average rate not to exceed $45 per ton of 2,240 pounds, including roy-

ties.

That is a long ton.

If, after due advertisement, the Secretary of the Navy should be unable to
contract for such armor designated above, then and in that event the Sec-

retary of the Navyis anthorized to procure armor of the best quality for the
battle ships Maine, Ohio, and Missouri—

That is the same. There is no question about that—

now awaiting armor, and to pay therefor not to exceed $345 per ton of 2,240
pounds—

Then afterwards:

Provided further, That if the Secretary of the Navy has found, after such
advertisement, that armor plate of the best quality can not be purchased
from private manufacturers of armor plate for $445 per ton of 2,240 pounds,
then and in that event he is hereby directed to procure or purchase a suitable
site and erect thereon an armor-plate factory at a cost not to exceed ﬁ.[m.tm;
and to earry out the purposes of this provision the sum of §2,000,000is hereby
appropriated. :

Now, that is what this scheme is. If somebody asks me how I
think it will work, I will only say that is conjecture. We have
proved that the scheme of the Senator from South Carolina of
$300 a ton will not do. There will be no bids at that. I think the
result will be, if we take this proposition and pass it, that when
these manufacturers see that if they do not take the $445 a ton an
armor plant will be built, they take it.

The committee considered what should be its point, and $445
seemed to be the reasonable point. It is a hundred and odd dol-
lars less than they ask. It is 8130 less than we formerlﬁrpaid.
It is the difference between $411 and $445, about thirty three or
four dollars, more than what we paid for the harveyed armor,
I will tell Senators plainly that is the wit of the project; that it
will bring these men to terms.

If I thought, as the Senator from South Carolina does, that the
only thing we ought to do in this case is to turn it over to a Gov-
ernment establishment and make our own armor, take all the risk
of the cost and delay, I should not accept this proposition of $445.
1 would put in, as he does, $§300, which will inevitably bring the
armor plant, but I and the committee are not looking to that pur-

se. We would rather not build a Government armor plant.

n the first place, you start a Government armor-plate factory,
and under the best conditions you can not get a pound of armor
uced under from two to three years; I am inclined to believe
four or five. In the meantime, with the exception of the three,
the Maine, the Ohio, and the Missouri, all this long line of great
ghips, added to what we will do next year, and the year after, and
the year after that, is simply at a standstill.

Mr. PLATT of Connecticut. Fourteen now.

Mr. HALE. Fourteen now. Idonot know when the time will
come when weshall stop. We discussed in our committee whether
under this condition it would not be better not to provide for any
more ships. But the answer was if we did try that we would be
beaten in the Senate, as we would. If we had stricken out this
programme this year for these ships, with the feeling in the Senate
and the feeling of the American people that you must have a great
navy, we would have been beaten to death here, and you would
have put them on. )

Now, we have a project that we think brings out a solution and
starts these manufacturers and starts the armor, and it will begin
to be supplied within three months, and will go on from year to
year. That is our project. In afew words, 1t is §445 per ton or
an armor plant. We think we have been happy in fixing that
limit. Senators who want an armor plant anyway will not vote
for this, Some Senators perhaps who think that we ought to
give the companies what they ask will not vote that way, and
perhaps we will be ground between the upper and nether mill-
stone, as a conservative proposition frequently is. It does not
satisfy either side. It does not satisfy the armor-plant men. It
does not satisfy the advocates of a Government plant. But it is
intended to solve the matter and end it, so that it shall not vexus
in the future.

I will not put in any papers which I have. Iknow the Senator
from South Carolina, who is very earnest and very sincere in his
view about this matter, desires to develop his side of the case,
and I will take no further time of the Senate.

Mr. TELLER. Iwish to ask the Senator a question, if he will
permit me, before he concludes. The Senator said the committee
did not think it was best to have a Government plant. I desire
to ask the Senator if he has any idea of the amount of armor plate
we are to have in the course, say, of the next ten or fifteen or
twenty years; what the policy is going to be; and then I should like
to have him state to us why he thinks it is cheaper to buy the

late, or is better—I do not know whether he thinks it is cheaper—
?rom these corporations than it is to build a plant ourselves

Mr. HALE. I think, as I said in the first place, there will be

this delay, which is inevitable. It is all new. It is easy to say

build an armor plant. If1is not like a pair of shoes or a house or
a cart or a bicycle. There is ev%? ing else connected with it.
There are the ingots, the steel product, all of which are furnished

now by these plants in connection one with the other. I do not
think it is to he so greatly expensive as I thought it was at cne
time. I think it will cost all equipped, ready, not far from $4,-
000,000; three to four million dollars.

Now, I do not believe that with governmental methods, with
governmental salaries—I am answering the Senator’s question
now—with governmental labor and yards and establishments, we
can begin to manufacture so cheaply as private enterprise. The
guestion is whether we can manufacture it for what they can
make it for with their added profit. That is the main question,
of course. I will say thisabout it: I have no idea we can mann-
facture a ton of this armor in the future at any time with Gov-
gﬁment. methods, Government expenses, everything counted, for

5. 3
g M;. STEWART. Will the Senator allowme to ask him a gues-
on

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr. STEWART. I should like to know if the Senator is of the
opinion that these corporations have really taken advantage of
the necessify of the Government to charge unreasonable prices?

Mr. HALE, I think they have., There is no doubtaboutit. I
have no doubt about it.

Mr, STEWART. Then I would make a great sacrifice.

Mr, HALE. Thathas been brought out by the investigation,

Mr. STEWART. I would give them a lesson,

Mr. HALE. They have been getting enormous prices, and we
cut them down. This $445 is $140 less than we paid year in and
year out to these companies.

Mr, STEWART. I understood the Senator to say that the
Government assisted both of them to start by patronage, etc.,
expecting competition?

Mr. df{ALE, The Government invited them to; I would not say
assiste :

Mr. STEWART. I mean assisted by patronage.

Mr. HALE. Well, that is all they had. Senators munst remem-
ber that these establishments for manufacturing armor do not
manufacture anything else. They manufacture for the Govern-
ment,

Mr, STEWART. TheGovernment made contracts with them?

Mr. HALE, Certainly; and it was done at the suggestion of
the Government; there is no doubt about that; and as soon as
they got on their feet and understood their power and made their
combination, they began to put the knife to us., But I do not
want to legislate simply on that. Ido not want fo legislate lex
talionis. It never was considered, either by nations or States or
men, a good basis for legislation.

Mr. CHANDLER. May I ask the Senator a question right
there? Isit rea]{g fair to say that it is lex talionis?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, PETTUS in the chair). The
Senator from New Hampshire is out of order,

Mr. CHANDLER. ill the Senator from Maine yield to me?
NMr.ﬂiIALE I made that remark because the Senator from

evada——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire must address the Chair.

Mr, CHANDLER. The Senatoraddresses the Chair now. The
Senator from Maine was speaking then.

Mr. HALE. I did address the Chair long ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Chairisreferring tothe Sen-
ator from New Hampshire,

Mr. CHANDLER. Iam now waiting tosee if the Senator from
Maine will yield.

Mr. HALE, Iyield, Mr. President, to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. CHANDLER. The question I wish to ask the Senator is
whether itis fair to say thatit is an application of the lex talionis
ii!mply to build a Government factory and make our own armor,

that it?

Mr. HALE. In answer fo the Senator from New Hampshire, I
will say that I made that observation in reply to the remark of
the Senator from Nevada. When I had said that these people had

ut the knife to us when they could, he said, ** Very well, now.”

e idea was to put it to them, fo punish them. That was i,
Now, I say that is not a good basis for legislation.

Mr, STEWART. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr,. HALE. Yes.

Mr. STEWART. Does the Senator think that the disposition
of these corporations is likely to change and that they will not
continue to put the knife to us as long as they have the power?

Mr. HALE. No; and thatis the reason why the committee hag
held them right down to §445. We donot give them a particle of
discretion. .

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me to interrupt him?

Mr, HALE, We hold them to that and say that if they do not




" view I had of it. While, of course, I defer very
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take that, we will build a Government plant; and if they donot do
it, I am decidedly in favor of building it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. HALE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BACON. Iwish toask the Senator a question right in this
connection. The Senator previously stated that it has been dem-
onstrated that we could not get any armor at §300. I understood
the Senator to say that. Am I correct?

Mr, HALE. Yes; I think that is true.

Mr. BACON. I will premise the question I wish to ask the
Senator with the statement that the present proposition is to
offer an alternative, $445 for armor, to be paid to these manufac-
turers and, in the event of their refusal to furnish it at that, then
the building of a plant by the Government, Now, the question I
desire to ask the Senator is whether the demonstration which he
said has heretofore been made that we could not get it at $300
was made with any accompaniment of such an alternative;
whether, in other words, we have ever =aid to these manufactur-

_ ers, * You must furnish it at $300, or we will manufacture it for

ourselves.”

Mr. HALE. No.

Mr. BACON. 1Isif nof true that the proposition made to them
f.kg f;:;rmsh it at $300 was not accompanied by anything of the

1

Mr.HALE. Soyou might godown to $200and $250. The com-
mittee— ;

Mr, BACON. But I understood the Senator to say we had de-
monstrated it, and Isimply wished to suggest the idea that that
demonstration can never be made in an effectnal way until the
same effort to demonstrate it is made at $300 that the Senator

NOW Pro to make at $445.

Mr, HALE. Thereisnobody who believes that they will furnish
it for $300. The $300 is put in, not with the e tion that it
will be taken, but to compel the armor plants. t is the dif-

roject and the project of the
e do not expect that the offer

ference between the committee
Senator from South Carolina.
of §300 will be taken.

Mr. BACON, Idesire to say to the Senator that that is not the
rfectly, not
only in part but altogether, to the very largely superior judgment
and experience of the chairman of the committee, at the same
time, having been present at these various discussions, I have
formed an opinion myself, based largely upon the report of the
naval officers to which I have previously referred, that this armor
can be made at i{proﬁt at 3300,

Mr. HALE, . President, whether, after millions of dollars
are put into a plant and a skilled force assembled and every-
thing ht down with the ingenuity of modern mechanism,
armor can be produced by the private establishments at a profit
at $300 I do not know. The Senator can not get anything, he
does not ride a bicycle, if he rides one, that he does not pay two
to one for it. You can not get into a wagon or a cart, you can
not buy a suit of clothes, where the element of profit is not large.
You can not expect private establishments to furnish to the Gov-
ernment armor at a little profit or at no profit.

Baut I will not take any more time. I have only shown, I hope,
so that Senators may see what this project is. The Senator from
Sonth Carolina has the counter project; and the Senate must
settle it.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President— “

Mr. HARRIS. Before the Senator from South Carolina begins
I think the Senate ought to be full, and I therefore suggest the
lack of a tEmmm.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Allison, Foster, McBEride, Sewell,
Bacon, @, Me(Cnmber, simon,
Bard, Gallinger, McEnery, Stewart,
Bate, Gear, Mallory, Taliaferro,
Berry, Hale, Martin, Teller,
Burrows, Hanna, Nelson, Thurston,
Caffery, Harris, Penrose, lman,
Chandler, Hawley, Perkins, Turley,
Clark, Wyo. Oar, Pettus, Turner,
Clay, Jones, Nev. Platt, Conn. Vest,

Co P ean, Pritchard, Wellington,
Daniel, Kyle, narles, .

Fair Lf;dmy. wlins,

Foraker, Lodge,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-three Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum being present, the Senator
from South Carolina will proceed.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, this matter has been discussed
go long and so fully at every session of the Senate since I have
been a member that I feel very much out of sorts with the idea of
ha to discuss it again, because most Senators are familiar with
it; but for the presence among us of some new members, who
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of course know liftle or nothing about it, I would not go intoitat
any extended length.

The Senate took up the question of the cost of armor under a
resolution by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHANDLER]
to investigate in 1896, and we had a thorough and exhaustive
investigation of the wholesubject. Wemade ourreport to the Sen-
ate, and on the strength of that report, in spite of the vast power
and influence of the Appropriations Committee, which at that time
controlled all approFriation bills and were committed to the sup-
portof the House bill appropriating $550 a ton for armor, we struck
ont that provision and limited the price to $300.

In the session which began in December, 1897, we did the same
thing. In 1898, when the war came on, under the patriotic im-
pulses which governed everyone and threw to the winds any con-
sideration of economy in the completion of ships, we agreed to
give the armor manufacturers $400 a ton for the armor necessary
to complete the ships then on’the stocks. Last winter wehad the
same question again before the Senate. The House then, as now,
lent itself to advocating and urging excessive prices for armor,
and, after a full discussion of the whole question, for the fourth
time the Senate again limited the price for armor to $300 a ton,
and prohibited the Secretary of the Navy from making any con-
tracts for the ships ordered nunder the bill until he could get a
contract for armor at $300 a ton.

The last naval apgropriation bill carried with it the largest
number of ships of the greatest power and size that we had ever
ordered at any one time, the 3 battle ships, the Georgia, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania, which had been named, although they
had not been contracted for, and the 3 armored cruisers, Cali-
fornia, Nebraska, and West Virginia. These were 6 of the heav-
iest vessels ever ordered by this Government, involving a cost
on each of about $5,000,000, or in all $30,000,000, and the armor
for them has not been contracted for. Plans have been prepared
and are now awaiting the order of Congress on the subject of
armor. There were in that same bill 6 cruisers of the second
class and 4 monitors for harbor defense, which were contracted
for and arenow being built. But by reason of the struggle on the
part of the Senate to get armor at a fair price there are at this
time 14 ships hung up, 8 of which are battle ships, 6 of which are
armored cruisers of the first class and 6 crunisers of the second
class, and 4 monitors, the last two requiring some of the heaviest
and armor. I say thelist I have just enumerated is being
hung up and delayed because of the determination of the armor-
making concerns of this country to demand, to force upon the
Government, a payment in excess of what we have time and again
decided was fair and proper, based upon the reports of our own
committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will pause o mo-
ment. The Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
which will be stated. : '

The SECRETARY. A bill (8.2355) in relation to the suppression
of insurrection in, and to the government of, the Philippine Is-
lands, ceded by Spain to the United States by the treatyconcluded
at Paris on the 10th day of December, 1898,

Mr. SPOONER. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be temporarily laid aside pending the consideration of
the naval appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be so
ordered. The Senator from South Carolina will proceed.

Mr. TILLMAN. Senators will see that, including the vessels
ordered in this bill, we have to-day enough ships which we have
either now on the stocks or propose to build, and have appropri-
ated the money for, to require 35,000 fons, or in that neighborhood,
and at the prices which the armor trust pro to make us pay
this involves an expenditure of nupward of §17,000,000. Taking
the prices which we think would fair and would give them a
large profit, the difference between what they demand and what
we believe to be right involves nearly $8,000,000.

Now, we have had this fightever and over again; and while we
have said thgt $300 was enough to pay for the armor, we have
always been in the unfortunate condition that we have had two
or three or five ships ahead that were not completed, for which
the armor had not been contracted, and we were appealed to when
we came to consider the question, ‘Do not let us hang up the com-
pletion of these vessels; let us give the armor people what they de-
mand, and then wewill consider hereafter what we shall do about
armor,”

The effort to get an armor factory resulted, three years ago, in -
the appointment of a board of skilled officers by the Navy De-
partment looking to an investigation and a report as to plans and
specifications, the cost, location, and everything connected with
its construction, and here is the book gexhibiting with every
single, solifary drawing necessary at that time, in the opinion of
our engineers, to be put before those who would bid on the proj-
ect, in order to have them bid intelligently, as to what they would
construct an armor factory for.
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But the Carnegie and Bethlehem people hawe been very cun-
ning. They have always kept enough contracts ahead to keep
them cccupied fully, and waited, hoping that they counld get
around reducing their prices to a reasonable limit. They have
now contracts with the Government which will keep them fully
occupied up to the first or the middle of June, and at the same
time we have 3 battle ships on the stocks that are ready for their
armor and need it.

Now, what is my proposition as contradistinguished from that
of the Naval Committee? And I will say that the committee is
divided not on party lines, but in party proportions. There is
one Republican who stands with us on this proposition, and there
is one Democrat who stands with the majority. While this is
not a party question, and I shall not discuss it from that stand-
point, [ want it understood that we are lined up here for the first
time almost in opposition to each other. I am very sorry to see
the Naval Committee fighting among themselves, because we
usually reach such conclusions, when we agree, that the Senate
agrees with us.

Mr. HALE. The Senator does not say that the Naval Commit-
tee is divided on-party lines?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South

Carolina yield? ot

Mr. TILLMAN, No; Isaid the committee was not divided by
party lines.

Mr. HALE. 1t is not by any means.

Mr. TILLMAN. I have nof said that it is,

Mr. HALE. Ithought the Senator gave that impression.

Mr, TILLMAN. No; Isaid we were not divided on party lines.

Mr. HALE. The Naval Committee does not divide in that way.

Mr. TILLMAN. The chairman of the committee, representing
the majority of the committee, has pointed out that its policy is
to have the Government advertise for bids, offering §45, My
proposition is that we shall offer for bids at $300 for the armor
that we may need until we get our factory. His proposition is
that if we can make contracts for the 35,000 tons that we need at
$445, we shall not build an armor factory for the Government.
My proposition is that we shall build an armor factory for the
Government, no matter what they may offer to furnish armor at.
The only difference is that his committee is willing to give $145 a
ton more for the armor than we believe would be just or right or
honest, and not build a.factory, and leave us at the end of the

resent contracts in the same condition we are now in—that is, of
Eelplessness and at the mercy of their demands—while I propose
to get out of the clutches of these people.

In the first place, Mr. President, to pursue the thought as to
why an armor factory is a valuable thing for the Government to
own right now, I will call attention to the fact that the capacity
of the few armor factories now in this country has been taxed to
their utmost for the last three years to supply the demands of the
Government, and they have hardly kept pace. If we had con-
tinned to build the ships that we ordered, we would be so far be-
hind in being able to obtain armor that there would be great delay.

Next, being at the mercy, by reason of the monopoly which they

hold, they say to us, *‘ You must pay us whatever we ask; and if
you do not, you shall not build any ships;” and, owing to the
length of time which it will take to build a factory, if we were at
last to come to a point where we would say, ‘“We will stand this
no longer; we will build our own factory and make our own
armor,” then two years would elapse before we could begin.
', If we had ordered the factory at the time when the board was
instructed to gather this information, it would now be completed;
but instead of doing that we have, since we constituted that board.
paid them enough profit over and above what was reasonable and
fair to have built two factories with the armor they have furnished
us, and now we propose in this pill, if the committee’s proposition
shall go through, to pay them enough to build two more factories
over and above what is a fair price, as will be proven by such wit-
nesses as Hilary A. Herbert and John D. Long, the two Secre-
taries of the Navy who have had $o deal with this subject.

Now, why should the Government own a factory,of its own?

First, in order to have a lever by which it can press down or
force thesa peop'e to furnish armor at a decent and fair rate.

Second, because if, in the event of a great war with all of
Europe combined or with England alone, it came to be a matter
of life and death with this country to have a large navy, two or
three times as strong as we now have—and.you can all readily see
how an emergency of that sort might come about at some time—

* we would have thisfactory of our own in reserve, whether we ever
built one pound of armor in it or not, to fall back upon to assist
these private concerns in turnjneg gpt armor to help build and
equip ships rapidly in case we needed them.

As the question of price is the main one here, I will take that up
first. 1 will go back to the report sent to Congress by the naval
committee which examined thissubject in 1897, Mr, Herbert was
Secretary of the Navy. Now, mind you, he sent naval experts to
Europe—two of them—and he sent naval experts to the Carnegie

factory and to the Bethlehem factory. The consensus of the re-

rts of all his experts was to the effect that the material and

abor entering into a ton of armor would average about $196 per

ton. Taking this as a basis, the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Her-
bert, made this calculation:

Labor and material, $§196. He assumes that the plant costing
$1,500,000 would need $150,000 per year for maintaining it, or $50
per ton upon 3,000 tons of armor, and adds to the price $50, making
$246, or, in round numbers, §250. He then adds for profit 50 per
cent, making $375, and then adds for nickel, to be furnished here-
after by the contractors, $20, making $395, and then give them §5
more for good measure, and makes it $400,

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHANDLER], with the
natural thrift of a New Englander, did not like that kind of cal-
culating, but still he was very liberal. This is his calculation,
based upon practically the same data:

Cost of labor and material per ton, $168,

Add for reforging, $12.

Add for maintenance of plant, $30.

Thirty-three and one-third per cent profit, §70.

Making $280.

Add for nickel, $20.

Making the price for armor $300 per ton.

Now, Mr. President, if anyone will stop to consider for a mo-
ment what an armor factory is, he will know at once that the
deterioration in such a plant is practically nothing. Theforgings,
the machinery, the very nature of the material and of the imple-
ments or machinery needed in it being of the very heaviest type,
can not deteriorate to any great extent by use. There is a great
deal more loss from doing nothing than there is from going on
with work.

Iread yesterday afternoon a statement from Secretary Long that,
according to the very best information he could obtain through
his Burean of Ordnance, the cost of armor was about §300 a ton.
That would mean without allowing anything for the interest on
the money. This Government gets money for 3 per cent; and if
we choose to add thatas a part of the expenses of thisinvestment,
it would only amount on a $4,000,000 investment to $120,000; but
I do not think that on({;ht to cut any figure whatever in consid-
ering the necessity an
own.

I have already pointed out the controlling factors in my mind
that compel us, unless we intend to be at the mercy of those peo-
ple, to have such a plant and to become to that degree independ-
ent, that we may demonstrate in our own machine shops what
armor will cost. Then, if private parties want to come forward

and bid and get a part of the armor under contract to manufac-"

ture at anything approximating that price, and we need it, I
should be perfectly willing to let them make it in private estab-
lishments, and let the armor factory of the Government stand idle
if we wish to.

But when Senators tell us, as they do, that with the red tape in
the Navy, the eight-hour law, and all the other limitations and
obstructions to economical manufacture, you can not make armor
in a Government factory as cheaply as you can buy it, my answer
is, when I know that I am being robbed, or rather that I am pay-
ing an excessive price, when it has been demonstrated time and
time again that there are inordinate profits in this business by
reason of the monopoly; when I know, according to their own con-
fession, that they are Eractically united and that they will not bid
against each other; when I know, as was proved in our investiga-
tion, that the Bethlehem establishment at one time when they had
no orders accepted a confract with the Russian Government to
furnish them armor at $240 a ton, my patience becomes thread-
bare. When I go into a store and buy a thing without knowing
its worth, simply paying the price that is asked, I am satisfied;
but if a man steps n]]){to me and says, ‘*‘ Yon must stand and de-
liver your pocketbook,” every instinet of manhood in me revolts
and resents any such proceeding, That is exactly the condition
in which this Government now stands.

Those people say, ‘“ We have a monopoly; nobody elge can build
armor. There is not only a trust in the United States, but an
international trust, so that all other governments pay just what
you pay, and you can not help yourselves.” I have thedocuments
here and I have the evidence, and if the chairman of the commit-
tee, or anyone else, chooses to controvert the statements of fact I
am now making as to the condition, I will take great pleasure in
reading the testimony that was brought ont in the committee to
g{ove what I have asserted as being the conditionand thesituation.

ere is one in regard to the amount of armor; and it is from Mr.
Andrew Carnegie, He gaid:

If the Government would keep us in work, 6,000 tons a year, it would be a
highly profitable business. -

Mr. STEWART. At what price?

Mr. TILLMAN. At the price then being paid. He said if we
would give them a large guantity, they could furnish it-mcore
cheaply. In another place Mr. Schwab, the wnanager of that

advisability of our having a plant of our -
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concegn, made this statement—DMr. Schwab is the superintendent
of the egie works:

Quantity and quality are the two essential things in fixing the price of any
article. Quantity is, as 1 have pointed out to you, especially important. We
have only made 2,000 tons per year, at the bare cost on 5) per cent higher
tonnage. Iam prepared to say that if you will give us 3,000 tons of armor per
year, as estimated, we will give you a rebate of.$5) per ton upon every ton
over that quantity. If you will give us 3,500 tons of armor per year, we will
give you a rebate of §100 per ton for every ton over that gquantity.

So, according to their own confession, they have formed a com-
bination and will not bid against each other. They divided the
profits and they fixed the price, and we have to pay it. :

In this connection I would remind Senators of a little lawsuit
that was begun some time ago between Mr, Carnegie and his old
friend, Mr. Frick, in which the complaint of Frick sets forth that
on one hundred millions of capital, most of which had been the
resulb of profits—because the original capital, I understand, was
$25,000,000—but on one hundred millions they had a profit of $10,-
000,000, No wonder thegcgan put up dividends like that,and that
Mr. Carnegie can go to Scotland and buy baronies and game pre-
serves and have steam yachts and all that kind of thing, Itisa
mere question as to whether it is the business of Congress to help
him get those inordinate profits out of the pockets of our taxpayers.

There is another aspect of this case— _

Mr, KYLE. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a question
right there?

Mr. TILLMAN. With pleasure; and I will say I should like
Senators around me to ask any questions they wish, because I am
ready to answer any questionsI know anything about, and if 1 do
not know I will frankly tell them so.

Mr. KYLE. I will say to the Senator that I am in favor of the
Government owning its own armor plant, but the question oceurs
to me whether it would be practicable tofix the price at $300 a

ton, considering the advance in the price of labor and the price | else

the Gov-

of iron. I nnderstood that last year, or two years ago,
ese parties

ernment recommended $400 as the price to be paid t
for armor. :

Mr, TILLMAN, That was at 50 per cent profit, and then they
put on about $20 for odds and ends.

Mr. KYLE. If $400 was a proper figure then, would $450 be a
proper fignre now?

r, TILLMAN. We denied that that was the proper figure;
3 t};es‘j Sﬁenate denied it by an emphatic vote, and we limited the price
300,
" Mr. KYLE. The Senator fixed the figures a year ago at $300?

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes, $300.

Mr. EYLE. What, then, would be a proper figure now, con-
sidering the advance in the price of material and labor?

Mr, TILLMAN. I will explain to the Senator that the raw

product—the base of armor—is steel, or pig iron turned into Bes-
semer steel, That was then, which was eighteen months ago,
about nine or ten dollars a ton. It is now worth about §17 or
possibly $20 a ton. !
. There can be no appreciable difference in the cost of the armor
from the rise in the price of material, for the reason that the ma-
terial has not gone up enough to make any appreciable difference,
and the rise in wages has not ﬁgone to any point which will enable
the wage-earner to be benefited by this marvelous prosperity.
There has been a alight increase of 5 or 10 per cenf. I under-
stand that the skilled labor that is necessary to manufacture
armor is employed by the year, so to speak; and that it is paid the
very highest price from the beginning; and that there has no
increase in their wages at all.. Therefore there is no difference
between the existing commercial status or business status and
that of a year ago which should cause any difference in the price
of armor between then and now. %

Mr. KYLE. Not above ten or fifteen dollars a ton?

Mr, TILLMAN. Notabove ten or fifteen dollars at any rate; it
can not be consid

Mr. President, we are told that you can not do anything in a
Government shop as cheaply as you can have it done in a private
shop. If that be true, why have yon got the gun works down
here at the navy-yard, where weare turning out the best ordnance
in the world, and torning it out at a price below what we counld
buy it for, and where we have the best skilled machinists in the
world and the best machinery? Why are we buildingourartillery
for the Army at Watervliet and Watertown, N. Y.?  Why do we
not buy it a{l under contract? Here is a shining example of the
fact that the Government can build. For building the Congres-
sional Library the estimates were $5,000,000, and the building was
completed and turned over to the Government for 85,000,000, It
is not worth while for Senators to stand up here and put up the
argnment that you can not afford to have the Government do
anything for itself because it will cost so much more money.

That argument can not come from a good many Senators here
for the reason that if it did cost more money, that money would
'50 to the labor employed; and there are certain Senators in this

hamber who, in season and out of season, are continually harp-
ing upon the theme of the protection of American labor, The

additional cost involved would be that of labor and the additional
labor necessary to make good the deficiency on account of the
eight-hour law. If Senators are sincere in their expressions of
love for the workingman, then there is nothing in the pretense
that we should not do this thing in the Government shops for the
reason that it would cost more, when that cost would go to pay
the man who does the work and sweats over it.

The main contention that influenced me, however, Senators, is
that we are being imposed upon by the two firms which we in-
duced—I will not deny that we induced them to go into this busi-
ness in 1890 or 1888, but we induced them to go into it with this
understanding; and it has been proven time and again that we
carried out the contract in good faith—that we would give them
enough Egice in excess of what was the cost of making the armor
on the first contract to pay for the additional plant necessary;
and we have paid for both of the armor factories now in the
United States in the first contract, and have continued ever since
to give them the same contracts we started out with, or something
like that. 'We have paid for their plants three or four times over,
and still they stand here like the daughters of the horse-leech and
demand ‘‘more, more, more,” because we are at their mercy.

Mr. HARRIS. Will the Senator allow me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr, TILLMAN, With pleasure.

Mr. HARRIS. I merely want to ask the Senator, before he
leaves that branch of the subject, if one of the mostvital considera-
tions in favor of having aﬂlant of our own is not the necessity for
honest work? Has it not been shown by the investigations which
have been made that thé Government has been imposed upon in
the character of the armor plate furnished to it; and should we
not'}mve governmental works for that reason, if not for anything

Mr. TILLMAN. I did not propose to touch that subject; but
if Senators are curious, if these new members who have not been
here long enough to tget down to the crust of the thing want to
examine the matter, they will find in the report of the House Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs in 1894, which was unanimonsly adopted
by the House and sent here to be agreed to by the Senate, and
which was buried in the committee here, that it was proven by
the confession of Carnegie's own superintendent and the em-
ployees who were trusted by him in the manufacture of armor
that he had put upon our vessels and foisted off on our Govern-
ment at least 50 or 100 plates that were plugged up, that had blow-
holes and spongy places in them, and did not conform to the re-
quirements of the contract. Here is the proof and the evidence
of it, If any Senator wants to examine it, it is accessible. Of
gourse I do not suppose we are getting any dishonest armor these
ays.

The only other point that I will discuss now, and I will do that
very briefly, is the revelation— .

]!zr. CHANDLER. Mr. President— .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South '
Carolina yield? ’

Mr. TILLMAN. Ido,

Mr, CHANDLER. I would ask the Senator if he would not
prefer to have an andience of Senators when he speaks?

Mr. TILLMAN. Itake it for granted one of two things must
be true—that either those Senators who are not here are all going
to vote with the Senator from New Hampshire and myself, and so
do not want to hear any more upon the snbject—and if they would
indicate that I should very gladly stop—or else they have made up
their minds that they are going to swallow this thing, it does not
matter how nauseating it may be, simply because the committee
have recommended it.

Mr. CHANDLER. Perhaps if the Senator would suspend, he
might get his amendment a\t}igftﬁd right away,

r. TILLMAN. There will be a yea-and-nay vote called on
the adoption of the amendment, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. CHANDLER. I suggest the absence of a quornm, Mr,
President. i

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum being
suggested, the Secretary will call the roll.

he Secretary called the roll; and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Allison, Elkins, Hoar, Perkins,
Bard, Fairbanks, Jones, Nev. Pettus,
Bate, Foraker, Kean, Platt, Conn.
Berry, Foster, Eyle, gunrles.
Burrows, Frye, Lodge, 088,
Caffery, Gﬂjhnger. McEnery, Simon,
Chandler, Hale, Mallory, Teller,
Clark, Wyo. Hanna, Martin, Thurston,
gl::i:re]l Hansbrough, Money, Tillman,
“ockrell, Ha Nelson, Turley,
Daniel, Hawley, Penrose, Wellington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Ontheroll call 44 Senators have
answered to their names. A guorum is therefore present. The
Senator from South Carolina will proceed.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr, President, I beg to inform those Senators
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who have just been called from more agreeable occupations that
it was against my wish that they shounld be disturbed. Theyeither
have made up their minds on this subject or they do not want to
hear anything about it, and I would not like to intrude on them.
I am not complaining at all.

Mr. WELLINGTON. Will theSenator allow me for a moment?

Mr, TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr, WELLINGTON. 1 think the Senator is npt entirely fair
to some Senators here who are continnously called out on business
by their constituents.

Mr, TILLMAN, I did not intend to reflect on any Senator.
This is a free and easy body, and each man has a right to do as he

eases. I am not complaining that Senators do not listen to me.

did not bring them in; I did not ask to have it done, and I would
have been glad if it had not been done.

Mr. WELLINGTON. The Senatorintimates that it was neces-
sarily one thing or the other. g

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, then, I take back what I said. Idonot
want to reflect on any Senator who was unavoidably absent.

I stated a little while ago the fact that we had put up these

lants and iiiven them to these people in the original contracts.
will give Mr. Herbert’s testimony on that point, and he has
investigated it very fully:

Secretary HERBERT. The method by which I arrived at these results was
as follows. This table shows—

I will say here that we asked these gentlemen to show us their
books, to let us investigate by their own books and records as to
the cost of this stuff, and we told them we would allow them
whatever was shown to be the cost and a fair and liberal profit
in addition, but they would not do it.

Here is what Mr, Herbert says:

The method by which I arrived at this result was as follows: This table
shaws the gross earnings and the netearnings. [gotfromthe Navy and War
Departments what the Government paid the company for gun steel and for
armor. Those amounts showed, when compared with the amount of gross
receipts, which represented the volume of all their business from all their

lants, the relative sums that were paid by the Government and received
rom their comme T]mt. . : i

1 allowed the stockholders, in the first place, 10 per cent on their or
investment of £, 000,000, and 10 per cent on their new stock from the dates
when investments were severally made, not taking into account the other
million which appeared as a stock dividend, and then took the balance of net
receipts, and these eliminated all the newstock. It {mid them 10 per cent npon
the original stock of the company as it was before it had Government work,
eliminated their new stock after having paid till its extingnishment 22 per
ge%t u it, and then the remainder was more than enough to pay their in-

e ness.

Bep:ﬂ{f!ng.m\m Enough for the Government to pay for the plant and

ve it to them
giSeu'et.nry HerserT. The Government has, according to my estimates,
paid for the plant, and they have the plant now; if these calculations are cor-
rect,and there is a large CE OVEr.

That was six years ago. 1 said also a moment ago that these
people did not pretend to compete with each other. Here is the
testimony of Mr. Schwab,the superintendent of the Carnegie works:

Senator BLACKBURN. Is there any competition in the price of armor in this

* pountry as between yourselves and the Bethlehem Company?
«  Mr. ScHWAB. No, sir; assuredly not. We have always had an understand-
ing in that matter, We never take a contract that we do not consult with
Bethlehem about it. 2 = ;

Senator BLACKEBURN. I asked if there is competition?

Mr. ScawAB. No, gir; there is no competition. I want to be quite fair on
that point.

And Senators who do not want to build an armor factory for
the Government will continue this process of giving these people
enough to build a new factory in this very contract which weare
now about to let for 32,000 or 35,000 tons of armor. There is
enough money involved of clear net profit over and above what
we have demonstrated is a fair price to build two factories of the
most approved kind and the best in the world.

1 have only one other feature to discuss, and I will do that very
briefly, and that is in reference to the recent disclosures as to the
penetrability of Krupp armor. When I have demonstrated that
point to the satisfaction of the Senate, that we had held off build-
ing ships and contracting for armor so that these people had to
come down from $550, which theivl had been charging, to some-
thing inside of reason, they said that they could not take $400 a
ton for the armor for the three battle ships which were then on the
stocks. But they did takeif. They wrote letters declaring that
they could not afford to make the armor at that price; but they
did come down and take it. !

Since then, two years ago, the Krupp process has been discoy-
ered. It was exploited as a very extraordinary improvement in
armor, sltho%gh we have here the statements of Secretary Long
and Admiral O'Neil before the Naval Committee eighteen months
ago that at that time they did not believe it was of enongh im-
portance to cause us to delay making contracts for harveyized
armor with the Bethlehem people at the price which we were will-
ing to give when the war was coming on, at $400 a ton. But when
they began to claim that Krupp armor was so much better, so
much superior to Harvey armor, and we could not afford to have
any but the best armor, these people went back to $445a ton. I
bave never been satisfied in my own mind that there has not been

some hocus-pocus by which this Government was sought to be
cheated under the pretense that Krupp armor was better,ewhen,
in fact, it was not one whit better than the Harvey armor,

What do these penetrations of 9-inch armor by 6-inch shells
show? If the Kmﬁ armor is better, we do not know it. The
shell penetrates both, it is true, and yesterday the Navy Depart-
ment hurried off down to Indian Head with orders to put up a
14-inch harveyized plate, and they penetrated that, we are told in
this morning’s paper, with the same shell which penetrated the
9-inch Krupp; but they have not demonstrated that if a 14-inch
Krupp plate were subjected to the same test it would not be pen-
etrated, too. Have we not the testimony of the chairman of the
Naval Committee that those shellswonld penetrate any armor that
ismade? What, then, is the difference between our buying Kr:lvgﬁ
armor and Harvey armor, if both are penetrable and neither
protect our battle ships? Then whois willing to pay the additional
price of $545, over $100 more than what we think and what has
been testified to here is a fair price, a reasonable price, for this
Government to pay for armor that is no better than the other?

Senators will say in that event, Then why buy any armor? The
chairman of the Naval Committee, if I do not misstate his posi-
tion, is indifferent in some measure as to whether we build any
more battle ships until the question of armor is settled. For my
part I do not want to stop increasing the Navy. Whether Krupp
armor is better than Harvey armor or not, either is as good as
any other nation has, and I want a sufficiency of naval vessels of
the best to keep us abreast of our competitors.

I do not like to lug in the imperialism that my friend the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire brought in this morning, but with our
new programme of contest which is on we shall certainly in the
near future need a big navy, much larger than we have now,
‘We have ordered the ships. The only guestion is what armor
shall we &mt on and where is it to come from, I say I want the
ships, and I am ready to do anything reasonable to gef the armor
to put on the ships, and I want good armor, buf I do not want to
have people stand up and tell me that Krupp armor is any better
than ﬁrw armor when there is no proof to that effect.

Mr. ALLISON. I desire to ask the Senator whether or not this
bill does not contemplate the use of Krupp armor exclusively?

Mr. TILLMAN. The bill is ambiguous to the point that if
provides for the armor of the best manufacture.

Mr. CHANDLER. The best quality.

Mr. TILLMAN, The best quality, The question is, What is
the best quality?

Mr. ALLISON. That settles that question.

; Mr. H%LE Isnot that the langnage which has been in the bill
Or years e

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Maine must
observe the rule.

Mr. HALE, Mr. President, I beg pardon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Sounth
Carolina yield to the Senator from Maine.

Mr, TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr. HALE. Iask the Semator if that is not the language we
have used in these bills for years?

Mr. TILLMAN. I think that is the language which has been
used in these bills for years. That proves nothing other than that
the Ordnance Bureau, which has this matter in charge, is sup-
posed to make such tests as will prove to its satisfaction what is
the best armor.

Mr, ALLISON. I desire to ask the Senator from South Caro-
lina whether or not these tests, the very tests we have reported
on here, do not disclose that Krupp armor of 9 inches in thickness
is about equal to 14 inches of Harvey armor? -

Mr, TILLMAN, Itdoesnot. ltdiscloses nothing of the kind,

Mr. ALLISON. Then I misunderstood entirely the Senator
from Maine this morning, the chairman of the commistee.

Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to cast any reflection on the
Navy Department—

Mr. ISON. I certainly do not.

Mr. TILLMAN. And I do not want to appear in the attitude .
of charging collusion between the armor factories and the Ord-
nance Bureau, but I do not propose to take any such testimony as
that as proving any such thing. In view of the haste with which
this new test of shooting at a 14-inch Harvey plate with a 6-inch
capped shell and penetrating it was rushed into the papers this
morning, without it being accompanied by the statement that a

14-inch pp plate had been tested at the same time with the
same , with the same charge, I say nothing has been (Froved.
Mr, ‘Will the Senator from South Carolina yield to me?

Mr. TILLMAN, With pleasure.
Mr. HALE. Theonlysignificance which these late experiments
about armor have is that the best ;l)rojectﬂe will pierce any armor,
I want to say to the Senate that I look upon if as entirely demon-
strated by the experiments made by the Navy Department and
referred to in their reports, which I will have read later, that the
tihlm armor has an impenetrability at least 25 per cent beyond
e (4 .
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Mr. ALLISON, May I interrupt the Senator from South Caro-
lina for a8 moment?

Mr. TILLMAN, Certainly.

Mr. ALLISON. I find in this document, which was laid npon
our tables this morning, a statement of the Navy Department that
certain projectiles have a muzzle energy of 46,246 foot-tons, ** with
the power to perforate (with cap projectiles) 194 inches of
harveyized or 154 inches of Kxrupp armor.” Whatdoes that mean?

Mr, TILLMAN., I suppose it means what it purports to say;
but do yon believe it?

Mr. ALLISON. Does not that disclose that the Krupp armor
is better armor than the Harvey armor? ) :

Mr. TILLMAN. Everything depends entirely on the way the
tests were made, on the amount of &Jowder and the quality of the
powder, on the initial velocity, and all those things; and I say
we have had no comparative test, side by side, on the same day,
of these two armors which has demonstrated any such thing,

Mr. MONEY. Will the Senator from South Carolina per-
mit me?

Mr. TILLMAN, Certainly. 3

Mr. MONEY. What becomes of the statement which has been
sent to us oﬂiciallylg the Department that the test was made
with the same initial velocity, the same foot-tons’ energy, npon
the two armor plates, one of 194 and the other of 15} inches, with
the same result? Now, this is an official statement.

Mr. TILLMAN. When we recall the Fact that a resolution was
?ssed by the Senate calling for information in regard to tests of

rupp armor and the information was refused: when it was told
to members of the Senate that they could not send us that report;
when on the heels of that the substance of that report got into
the papers this morning; when it was known that the shell—a
6-inch shell—had penetrated 9 inches of Krupp armor and had
never been shot at anything thicker; when on the heels of that
there was a rush down to Indian Head to test a 14-inch Harvey
plate, which they have tested and tested and tested in the past
and ought to have been satisfied about; when that appears in the
papers this morning as a reason why the Krupp armor is better
than the Harvey armor, I say I am allowed to have suspicions,
and I have got them and I can not help it. .

Mr. . Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr, TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr. HALE. I told the Senator the other day, when he was
making a statement full of suspicion of everybody, that he must
not ever come to the ‘})asa where he would refuse to eat his dinner
because he was afraid his cook would poison him.

Mr. TILLMAN. TheSenatorisalways making very wisestate-
ments, and that is one of the wittiest and wisest I haye ever heard
from him.

Mr. HALE, The Senator must not assume that that which is
done in the ordinary course of a department is done for a covert

P . The experiments which were made yesterday were
m?nrdp;,mffanc ere

v, because I suggested to the Secretary that if th
were any further ex':;ﬁeriments that he coyld make which would
throw any light on the subject of armor plate and its penetrabil-
ity, I wished that he would make them as soon as ible. What-
ever was done yesterday was not done fo establish any theory, to
help the Senator or to help me, but it was done to bring light. It
did not bring very much light.

Mr, TILLMAN. The Senator from Maine on the strength of it
declares that 9 inches of Krupp is about equal to 14 inches of
harveyed, without a scintilla of proof. .

Mr, HALE. I have the reportsof the Department, which I will
put in before we get through, showing %ecise]y that, showing
that, so far as impenetrability goes, the Krupp armor is better
than the Harvey armor by a large percentage, 25 per cent, but
that neither is impenetrable. Now, before yesterday an 11-inch
Harvey plate had been penetrated by a capped projectile as though
it were pine wood.

Mr. PLATT of Connecticut. Some time ago.

Mr, HALE. And that not lately, time and time again. Any-
thing that was done yesterday was only in demonstration of what
could be done by the projectile.

If I may be allowed by the Senator, the infirmity in his position
is that he is seeking to get advantage for his proposition of a Gov-
ernment armor-plate plant, because these experiments have shown
that the Krupp armor can be pierced. It has nothing to do with
it. I think the Senator must see that it has nothing to do with
that. This piercing of Krupp armor is not a new thing. The
Senator is not surprised at it?

Mr. TILLMAN, Will the Senator from Maine please tell me
whether any 14-inch Krupp armor has ever been made or tested?

Mr. HALE. Fourteen-inch armor?

Mr. TILLMAN. Fourteen-inch Krupp armor.

Mr. HALE. Fourteen-inch armor is not put upon a ship by any
power, It is only experimental.

Mr, TILLMAN. We have the Indiana, which is armored with
14 or 16 inch armor.

3lr. HALE. Harvey armor. .

Mr. TILLMAN. But 16 inches.

Lgr. MONEY. Will the Senator from South Carolina permit
me? ‘
Mr. TILLMAN. Iwill

Mr. MONEY. The official statement is that the test was made
upon 154 inches of Krupp armor at a distanceof 3,000 yards, with
a muzzle energy of 46,246 foot-tons and an initial velocity of 2,800
foot-seconds, and at the same time the experiment was made with
194 inches of harveyed armor with the same result,

Mr. CHANDLER. What was the result?

Mr. HALE. About 25 per cent difference.

Mr. CHANDLER. Where is the statement?

Mr. ALLISON. Page?2.

Mr, CHANDLER. I desire to address the Senate—

Mr. TILLMAN. They say so; that is theoretical.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

My, TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr, CHANDLER. I was about tostate what the Senator from
South Carolina, I believe, intended to say, that most of these state-
ments as to the strength of armot in these tables are calculations.

Mr, TILLMAN, is is a calculation pure and simple. It is
not any experiment.

Mr. CHANDLER. They are calculations made from experi-
ments which have been made. Take the tables on pages 15 and
16. Those tables probably have been made up from one or two or
three actual experiments—

Mr. HALE. In Document No. 10.

Mr. CHANDLER. Yes; and the calculations are made from
those. The statement on page 2 of Document No. 841, which the
Senator from Iowa reads, does not say that these things have been
done, and I do not believe they have been done. I think it is a
calculation made from firing at a thinner plate. There is no
statement there that a 19}-inch Harvey plate has been perforated
or that a 154-inch Krupp plate has been perforated at these dis-
tances. It is a calculation of the Department that by reason of
tests made on other pieces of armor that wounld be the result.

Mr, ALLISON. May I interrupt the Senator from South Caro-
lina for amoment simply to ask the Senator from New Hampshire
a question? -

Mr. TILLMAN, With pleasure.

Mr. ALLISON. Are these calculations of no value or are they
considered of value by people who understand the question of
tests? :

Mr. CHANDLER. They are of some value, but it is always
well to know whether it is a calenlation made from a particular
experiment or whether it is the result of an actual experiment. I
say in this case it is a calculation made from riments; and as
the Senator from lowa stated it to the Senate as if these tests had
actually been made, I wanted to call attention to the fact that
they undoubtedly had not been made. It is a calculation.

Mr, HALE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from Maine? h

Mr, T . With pleasure.

Mr. HALE. If the Senator will examine this document—

Mr. CHANDLER. Which one?

Mr. HALE. Senate Document No, 10, on the armor question,
and will begin at page 18, under the head ¢ Superiority of armor
made by the Krupp process,” and will follow through what is
stated there, he find demonstration of the comparative supe-
riority of the Krupp armor, not its impenetrability, I repeat, but
its comparative superiority over any other armor.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I have very little more to say.
Th;tgomt with me is that it is not going to cost this Government
anything that is worthy of consideration if we spend $4,000,000 to
get an armor factory and settle this question. e very fact that
a great many of us feel and believe—and a majority of the Senate
from their votes in the pastso feel—that the Government has been
imposed upon; that these people were unreasonable, and that after
we have paid for their plants and given them to them and paid
for them again and given them to them they still continue to de-
mand of us these high prices, ought to appeal to m*ar¥l Senator fo
relieve this Government from any such condition of helplessness
to be imposed upon.

We are investing money by the million here and there and
everywherg,else in fortifications; we are laying up stores, muni-
tions of war, Bt;wder and shells, and building artillery, and all
that kind of thing, costing in the millions, Why is this proposi-
tion to have an armor factory to demonstrate whether or not the
Govemmeqt can make its own armor cheaper than itis buyingit,
fought so bitterly? Why is the effort fo get this Gevernment out
from under the clutches of these two factories fought so desper-
ately? What is there behind it all? Why are we called on here,
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year after year, to fight over this same old matter and not settle
it once for all, at least to the point of determining in the future
inte!ligently in our own factory what the real cost of armor isafid,
at the same time, have a laboratory where we can test and im-
prove and experiment, at whatever cost may be necessary, to get
the very best armor possible—something that will be better than

1pp.

Mr. HALE. I will tell you why it is being fought. Itis be-
cause honest men in the Senate-—

Mr. TILLMAN. I am not imputing any dishonesty to any
Senator in his vote. I believe Senators are going to vote with
the committee because of their respect for the committee, with-
out having investigated the matter or caring anything about it,
or else they are going to vote honestly; and, thank God, hitherto
we have always had enough on our side to win out.

Mr. HALE., The Senator must not surcharge his atmosphere
too much with suspicion. I was going to give the reason why it
is fonght. It is because honest men in the Senate believe that
thisintroduction of the feature of paternalism, of the Government
doingeve
will be a gerous thing in the Navy Department; that there
should be no such departure; and we think that we have got here
a bill that gives a fair price and.a fair profit and good armeor to
the Government without its resorting to the dangerous experi-
ment of an armor plant of its own. That is the reason.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me right here?

Mr, HALE. Yes. .

Mr, TILLMAN. How long will it be, if the armor factories
accept this proposition of $445 a ton, after having almost sworn
that they counld not afford to do it, as they did when they came to
the $100 limit on Harvey armor, before some other hocus-pocus,
some new pattern, somebody else’s armor will be brought forward
as an excuse for raising the price back to its present rates?

Mr, HALE. Never, Mr, President.

Mr, TILLMAN. Ah!

Mr. HALE. Never. When it is seen how successful has been
this effort to restrain and control these corporations, and that they
have been obliged to come to our terms and to furnish armor at
reasonable rates, never again will they dare set up rebellion, If
they do. we will give them an armor plant,

Mr. TILLMANI. Oh, yes; the same old fight will come along.
Here is another aspect of this case. In the event of a war involv-
ing the very life of this Republic, or at least entailing upon it the
necessity of exerting all its great energies, where would you be if
these people are left simply to their own greed and you had noth-

ing to fall back lnpon? ,
Mr. HALE. Youcan pyrovide beforehand for war. You can
get your establishment. You can never get your navy. You can

not in case of war, with or without an armor plant, improvise a
navy. Thatis different from an army. You can summon men,
you can provide for the order and array of regiments. and can
have an immense force in a short time, but it makes no difference
in war whether youn have or do not have an armor plant—not the
least.

Mr., TILLMAN. Does the Senator acknowledge that there
might not arise a contingency where this Government would be
at war for six or eight years and have to exert itself to its utmost,
like a giant, to prepare to overthrow its enemy?

Mr. E. There has not been a modern war that lasted six
or seven or eight years, and there never will be. It will be a
question of the preparedness of the nation at the moment when
war is declared and the clash of arms comes. There will never
be a war of years and years duration. It will all be settled sharp
and quick,

Mx? TILLMAN. That might apply as between nations on the
Continent of Europe, where they can get at each other’s throat,
but look at us, isolated here, occupying this continent, so to
speak. and with the ocean between us. Suppose a struggle were
to come for the mastery of the world, and some Senators dream of
having such a struggle in the near future. I donot hopeso; I
hope to God no such struggle will come; but I say I see whither
the policy inangurated will lead; and what condition will you be
in when such a struggle arises to enlarge your Navy so as to equal
that of any other nation? What is 54,000,000 to the people of the
United States to get out of the clutches of a monopoly? .

The Senator talks to us about paternalism. Is it paternalism
for the Government to manufacture its own guns at the navy-
Fa{grhggilﬂ ‘We only finish th

- ; e o i em.
Mr. TILLMAN, Weyil, Mr. President, let us finish the battle

ships,

Mr. HALE. We have never, and it has been good policy, un-
dertaken to lay the foundation and to build the guns from the
bottom. We have left that, as we have the building of ships, to
private enterprise. The Senator, with his line of thought and
education, does not seem to realize the tremendous force of the
Government encouraging private establishments to doeverything.

ing and owning everything and working everything,

It is what has built up the Navy. It is what has built up these
establishments. It has built up everything. It is private estab-
lishments, :

Mr. TILLMAN, It is nothing but another form, so to speak, of
the subsidy that is proposed now to restore our merchant marine,
‘We are proposed to be milked. The Government cow must be
milked for the favored few. The corporations that are already
multi-millionaires must be allowed to suck the sweet milk of
taxes, while the people are told it is paternalism.

Mr. HALE. The great establishments in this country which,
to the wonder of the world, have been builded up in the last ten
years are none of them millionaire establishments.

Mr. TILLMAN. Carnegie, one of the favorites of this combi-
nation, as I have just pointed out—I do not think the Senator was
in the Chamber—in his little lawsuit with Mr. Frick, disclosed
the fact that with a hundred million dollars capital they had
$40,000,000 of something to divide. I do notknow whether it was
swag or not. Somebody had been held up and made to yield ex-
orbitant profits to the millionaires,

Mr. HALE. Idonot know why the Senator has gone outside
into other questions; but so far as Mr. Carnegie and his establish-
ment go, the armor-producing plant of the Carnegie establishment
isa bn%atelle.

Mr, TILLMAN. Then it isa bagatelle to the United States,

certainlliy. :

Mr. HALE. It is nothing; it is simply a development in one
branch of a great indostry. What we are seeking to do, what T
believe in doing, and what the Senate some time or other has to
assert itself on very squarely, if it has not already, is a tendenc
toward paternalism in everything, that the Government shall
reach out, shall absorb, shall control, shall manufacture, and do
everything that ought to be done by private enterprise.

Mr. TILLMAN. Why is the Senator discriminating as to these
things? You have gotthe Government Printing Office here. You
do not hire your printing done outside, althongh you know you
could have it done more cheaply outside.

Mr. HALE, 1 have hadsome experience on that committee, I
have been chairman of the Committee on Printing. 1t costs the
Government to-day 50 per cent more——

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator knows why.

Mr. HALE, To do its printing than it would if it were done by

contract.

Mr. TILLMAN, [ said the Senator knows why. Why do you
not change that?

Mr. HALE. Whydo we not change it? 'We can not change it.
If the Senator ever got his armor-plant, you never would change it.

. TILLMAN., Youn mean we never could go back to Carnegie
and Bethlehem? ;

Mr. HALE, Never.

Mr. TILLMAN. Thank God if we never did. Iwould be will-
ing for the laborers to reap the additional profits instead of the
Bethlehem and the Carnegie company heaping up their millions.

Mr. HALE, Every experiment made of the Government em-
barking in an enterprise that is in the fair field of private industry
shows but one unerring resnlt—additional cost.

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. TILLMAN. 1 do.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President, I admire the zeal and the mo-
tive which have impelled my friend the Senator from South Car-
olina to take the position he has in relation to the Government
erecting an armor plant of its own. I have been upon the com-
mittee that has had this subject-matter under consideration for
many days and many weeks, and we have all been on the same
line of thought, but have arrived at different conclusions.

If I could believe with my friend that it is practicable for the
Government to build an armor-plate plant and manufacture this
armor plate for the figures he named, or 10 or 20 per cent more, I
should not hesitate for one moment to unite my vote with his own
for hisproposed amendment. But thetestimony before your com-
mittee, which was not controverted, was that there is not one of
these manufacturers engaged in the manufacture of armor plate
where it is not a mere incident to their other general business,

If the Government establishes its armor-plate factory, it must
then go to the mines for the iron ore, it must bring it to its fur-
naces, must smelt it, must run it into pig iron, and then the pig
iron must be run into ingots of steel by the Bessemer or some other
process. 1t was shown to your committee that from every ingot
of steel, when it has come out of the furnace and is ready for the
test, 10 per cent is taken off each end, not suitable to go into an
armor plate. Yourcommittee believed, after considering all these
facts, that it wounld cost the Government to manufacture armor
plate a larger sum than $445 per ton, when yon consider the roy-
alty, when you consider the cost of the nickel that is placed in it
for harveyizing and other processes.

I do not share with my friend the Senator from Maine the fear
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of a paternal form of government. All source of power is lodged
in the people, and the peoplé will correct any wrong. I will join
hands with my friend the Senator from Sonth Carolina in enact-
ing a law that will enable us to build a cruiser, a battle ship of
‘the line, or some other vessel of war in each navy-yard of the
United States to-day. That is a practical question that we can
take hold of and handle, but this armor-plate question is a differ-
ent proposition,

Mr, TILLMAN, Mr. President—

Mr. PERKINS. In one moment. I agree with the Senator
from Maine that this amendment, which was not, as he has frankly
stated, the creation of the committee in the Senate, but was offered
in the other branch of Congress by the minority who had favored
the establishment of an armor-plate factory, was adroitly drawn.
Itis a wise measure, and I am in favor of it, because it says to these
monopolies (and the question has been well asked, What isstronger
than a million dollars except two million dollars?) ‘We will make
your plant worthless if you do not accept what is a fair price for
armor plate.”

Now, in brief, these are the motives that influenced me in voting”
w.th the majority of the committee.

Mr. TILLMAN, Mr. President, the Senator has put into my
speech (although I was about through, but I had not quite summed
up)l? very nice little speech of his own that really contradicts
itself. i

Mr, PERKINS. Then it brings out my friend’s own speech.

Mr. TILLMAN. How can the Senator explain to his constitu-
ents that it is a proper thing for the Government to build a navy-
yard and equip 1t and employ mechanics and construct an entire
vessel when it is not the proper thing for the Government to build
an armor-plate factory, to employ mechanics, and construct the
armor fo go on that vessel?

Mr. PERKINS. Several very excellent answers suggest them-
selves to me in reply to my friend. The first proposition is that
we have the navy-yards, we have the machine shops, and we have
all the appliances for building vessels in the respective navy-yards;
but the manufacture of armor plate is a special business in itself,
There is, aside from the trade secrets, a patent which this Govern-
ment does not own and royalties to be paid for its use.

Mr. TILLMAN. Right there let me say that the Senator is in
error. There is not a patent on the Krupp process, and there is
no royalty to be paid on it. We have Mr. O'Neil’s testimony to

ghow it.

Mr. QUARLES, Is that the case with the harveyed armor?

Mr, TILLMAN, Itis the case with the harveyed armor also.

Mr. PERKINS. The Schneider Company, of southern France,
claim that they have a patent upon the eyized process. The
Armstrong Company and the Krupp Company claim that any
manufacture of their armor plate by what is known as the Krupp
process is an infringement upon their right. We all know that if
the Government uses any particular process or trade secret, we
shall have a claim here against this Government for it.

But 1 want to answer the Senator further to show why I am
not inconsistent in advocating the building of vessels in our navy-
yards. We have there all the appliances for building vessels. 1
am not in favor of manufacturing armor plate in a factory erected
and owned by the Government, It was in evidence before your
committee that one of these great manufacturing companies pur-
chased a trip hammer that cost a half a million dollars, and they
found it imgimcticable, and it was abandoned and thrown away.

‘Mr. TILLMAN. The United Statesin buying armor have paid
for that hammer ten times.

Mr. PERKINS. I want my friend to follow on this same line
of thonght. While I have asked him a long question, perhaps, 1
want him to demonstrate (and if he will do it to my satisfaction,
he will have my vote) that the Government can erect an armor-
plate factory and can manufacture armor even at 10 per cent
more than what is proposed to be paid in this bill. I do not be-
lieve that any private company could start a new armor factory
with only one customer, the Government of the United States,
and manufacture it at $445, the figure which your Committee on
Naval Affairs have agreed to recommend shall be paid.

«  Mr. TILLMAN. I will answer that right now by quoting in

Senate Document No. 127, second session Fifty-fifth Congress,
from an examination before the Naval Committes of the Secretary
of the Navy. The chairman asked the Secretary the following
question:

Have you, from your examination of the question or from the report of
the board which you appointed on Government plant, any views that yon
care to cxprees to the committee as to the cost to the Government of such
ermor plate as this, com with the §400 per ton for which you think you
conld make a contract with the companies? -

Senator McMILLAN. Do you mean by that the cost of making the armor
plate ltzthe Government plant?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

Secre! Loxg. Icanonly say at second hand what has been suggested to

meé by the Chief of the Burean of Ordnance. He has made some inguiries,
and if I do not qnote him correctly he will inform me

Admiral O'Neil was sitting there,

I think he finds that if the Government should establish this plant, as ree-
ommended, it would make armor plate for something less than $300 a ton.

Hereis areport of the board with all the plans and specifications
and the estimate of cost, and the estimate of cost is less than
£3,000,000. _ .

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, my attention was attracted
by the statement made by the Senator from South Carolina that
there were no patents on either the Harvey or the Krupp method
glfl manufacturing armor plate, Is the Senator quite positive on

at point? :

Mr. TILLMAN., I think this same document here from the
Department states—

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will allow me, of conrse, in
the first place, I disclaim any personal knowledge abont the mat-
ter at all; but a letter a came into my hands a little time ago,
written from Carlsbad, November 22, 1899, from which I want to
read a paragraph: =

The Krupp invention is t patented and part secret. It is owned for the
world (except Germany, where it is owned by Krupp) by the Harvey Con-
tinental Steel Company, Limited (an English ecorporation). That company
has licensed all the p c'lml armor manufacturers of Europe, and has also
licensed the Carnegie and Bethlehem companies in the United States. If the
United States Government wants Krupp plates, they, of course, can get them
of the Carnegie and Bethlehem companies, but obviously not at the price of
Harvey plates, because, first, Krupp plates are much more expensive to
manufacture and, second, the licensees have to pay a considerable royalty
per ton for the right to manufacture.

I will say to the Senator, while I do not care to give this gentle-
man’s name, that he has a very intimate knowledge of the manu-
facture of armor plates.

Mr, TILLMAN. In that regard I quote here a statement from
Captain O'Neil before the Naval Committee, made at the time I
have just mentioned, November, 1898,

It—

The Krupp process—
is not patented, and is sim'Iply asecret. Mr. Krupp's conditions were that it
should be held a secret. They do not think they will be able to manufacture
this armor yet.

He means by *‘ they” the Bethlehem and Carnegie companies.

They have sent their men abroad and brought them back, and are making
experiments now with a view of submitting some plates.

In another place, on which I can not put my hand, because these
reports come in so multitndinously it is very difficult for a man to
keep up with them, Mr. O'Neil states that it is not a patented proc-
ess or a secret process, and that if it were the Government counld
get it at very little cost, and that it therefore has no bar to our
using it in case we find it is better. I deny that it is any better
than our armor.

Mr, CHANDLER. Will the Senator allow me to make a state-
ment in connection with the question which my colleague asked?

Mr, TILLMAN. Certainly.

Mr. CHANDLER. There is no dounbt at all that in connection
with the Krupp process the companies possessing that trade secret,
as they call it, for which they ask these royalties, have acquired
the Harvey patent. The Harvey patent was in litigation in this
country. There is grave donbt abont whether they are sound
patents, but such as they are they have been acquired by the com-
panies that own the Krupp process. I think that the Chief of the
Bureau of Ordnance believes that we could have an armor plant
and manufacture armor ourselves without infringing upon any
existing patents,

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, we would spend a large
amount of money if a foreign power undertook to have control
of the construction of our ships. We should be absolutely free
to construct ships as we choose and not let the veto power be in
Priva.te corporation. It is a very important matter. We are

iable to have foreign wars and we will need a good many ships.
If armor plate is an essential and a corporation has the control of
the manufacture, and has shown bad faith already, and it holds
that over the Government of the United States, I think the first
thing we should dois to spend enongh money to break that
corner, as it is sometimes called, or that Gordian knot. Whether
we ever manunfacture any armor or not at our own factory, we do
not want to be building a navy with a rod held over us by an
unscrupulous corporation.

It appears to be the concurrent opinion on all hands that they
have acted very badly. Inthecaseof anemergency we must have
armor. Every year we are making provision by law for the con-
struction of more vessels and the demand for armor is increasing.
It will take time to build this factory. It might have been built
now if on the first appearance of this robbery, when they first held
the Government by the throat, we had commenced to build the
factory. It will take years to do it. The fact that we have no
such plant is held over us now, and if you do not let us go on with
it, it will take years to place us in anindependent position. Iwant
to be independent in what we do. I do not care what you pay
them now, but let us have an end of it, and there is no way to put .
an end to it except to build a factory.

There ought not to be any ‘“ifs” in this bill, This amendment
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ghould not make the building of the factory contingent upon the
Frivate establishments supplying armor temporarily at $400 a ton.
would be willing to pay them anything until we get throngh
with them, just as you pay a robber to get him away, but you do
not want to put yodrself under obligations to him. When you
pay him a bounty, you want him to take his Fistol down and go
off. Iwant them to take the pistol down. 1 do not want them
to hold their pistol over us. I would not have any **ifs” in the
provision. I would make the appropriation, and I would pay
them now whatever I thonght was absolutely necessary in order
to get along, I wonld submit to the robbery now, but 1 would
commence immediately to free the Government from it. I think
it is a shame. The building of our Navy has been greatly delayed,
and this question has come up every year for the last three or four
years. I think it is time that we put an end foit. If it is true,
as is admitted by their best friends, that they have the Govern-
ment by the throat and intend to make the most of it and to ask
unreasonable prices, there is no way to get along with this mo-
nopoly except to build an establishment.
ith the four millions that we have spent for armor we could
have established a plant of our own. But let us pay them off and
then we shall know whether we can ever have a navy or not. I
am glad to believe, though my belief is not worth much, that
antnilorplate will in some near day in the future be discarded alto-
gether,

Mr. TELLER. What will take its place?

Mr. STEWART. Fast ships, high speed, and effective guns.
I believe they are worth more than armor, Asfar as I can ob-
gerve, in the recent war speed was the t factor. I believethe
Oregon in the battle of Santiago would have beenworth verylittle
if it had not had great s . In every contest you find great
speed a veryimportant element. The heavy armored battle ships
can not have the same speed that lighter vessels have. If we had
had at Santiago nothing but wooden vessels with superior guns
and great speed we could have handled that sitnation very easily.
They hit our ships very few times, comparatively, because th
could not come up to them, When they are cruising aroun
along the coast here the question of speed is the final one. The
highest speed and the best guns, I , are going to be the lead-
ing necessity.

%ut it is assumed now that armor plate is a necessity. That
may be true, and that may continue to be thecase. But assuming
that armor plate is a necessity, and that that is the consensus of
opinion and we must have if, I do not want to be dependent upon
ac tion whose friends admit that they are extortionists and
that they are making unreasonable charges when they have the
power to do it. I do not want the Government to be at their

mercy.

We have now got all these ships, and since we have had this
question before us the necessities for the Navy have been increas-
ing every year. If we had spent $4,000,000 for an armor factory
three years ago, we would have had aplant of our own now, and we
would have been independent of all of them; we could build a navy
as we desired, and if armor plate is a necessity we would not have
been tied down to these concerns. I want to break the cord.

Mr. TILLMAN. I will call the attention of the Senator from
Nevada to theassertion of the Senator from Maine, that if we yield
to these people now and do not build an armor factory we will be
out of their clutches,

Mr, STEWART. We will be in their clutches,

Mr. TILLMAN, That is what I contend, but the Senator from
Maine asserted the contrary, and I think he proved it to his own
satisfaction that they will not dare any more to bother us,

Mr. STEWART. Is that the way to get your head out of the
lion’s month?

Mr. TILLMAN. That is the way the Senator asserts.

Mr. STEWART. Just toput your head in a little farther to
get it out, that you will make them sick of it! No; you can not

eal in that way with an insatiate and extortionate corporation
that has got in the habit of doing those things. There is no use
of putting your head in the lion's mouth any farther. We have
t it in far enough now, and if we can get it out on any terms,
et us get it out. Let us quit on any terms we can and not at-
tempt to conciliate a corporation that has a disposition to rob the
Government. Let usnot treat it as an enemy that we dare not
fight, If we can not fight this coEporation, we had better not try
to build a navy to fight the world if necessary. We had better
not try to protect this country if we can not protect the Govern-
ment against these corporations.

The first thing we want to do is to make this appropriation and
secure the freedom of the Government. The whole country is
looking at this thing. The best friends—I do not mean the
friends, but those who are apologizing for the corporations and
those who want to get along without building an establishment
by the Government—admit the fact that they are unreasonable
and extortionate in their demands. That being the case, let us
get out of these armor contracts and let the country be free from

them. Ishall vote for the ’prupositjon of the Senator from South
Carolina, leaving any ‘ if ” out of the provision.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Carolina to the amendment of
the committee,

Mr, PERKINS. Mr, President, only one word. I wish to con-
gratulate my friend from Nevada that he has come over and
joined those of us who are against trusts, and combinations, and
corporations. Although it is even at the last hour, we are glad
tobl(l,a?e him come in, There nsed to be a hymn that I read when
a boy:

J? While the lamp holds out to busa
The vilest sinner may return.

Therefore I most cordially welcome my friend,and I am glad to
have him come in,

Mr. STEWART. Ihope the Senator will welcome me to none
of his trusts. Iam in none of thera, Is the Senator entirely free
from trusts himself?

Mr. PERKINS. Iam willingto trustintheLord. [Laughter,]

° Mr, STEWART. And to keep plenty of fuel in your steam-

ships.

Lir. PERKINS. Mr. President, the simple question is, Can the
Government build this factory and manufacture armor plate at
the figure your Committee on Naval Affairs has fixed at which
:ge ;;rivate establishment must furnigh it or we will build a fac-

Ty

terl' STEWART. I beg your pardon, that is not the question
at all.

Mr, PERKINS. Then I am off—

Mr, STEWART. The question with me is, Shall we
right to build a navy without having trusts upon our backs?

r, PERKINS. . President, we have made some effort
toward building a navy and the Navy is speaking for itself. If
is covered with glory. Its history is a part of the brightest an-
nals of the nineteenth century.

Mr. STEWART. Iam glad the Na

Mr. PERKINS. Now, I wish to reply on the royalty question
and to refer to Senate t No. 10. The Senator from New
Hampshire says there is no royalty. If he will examine the views
of the Treasury Department he will find that we have been pay-
ing Sllggﬂer ton royalty for the harveyized steel.

Mr. E. Half a cent a pound.

Mr, PERKINS. Ora half a cent a pound.

Mr. CHANDLER. Did the Senator refer to me?

Mr. PERKINS. I understood you to say so.

Mr. CHANDLER. I did not say, in the first place, that there
was no royalty. Isaid there was a Harvey patent, and that the
Harvey patent had been acquired by the confederated armor-plate

I then said that the Harvey patent was contested, and
that I believed it to be void, and that the Navy Department be-
lieved that they could go on with an armor-plate factory and
make Krupp armor without being embarrassed by any patent.

Mr. PERKINS. Notwithstanding that—

Mr. STEWART. All the great manufacturing concerns in the
United States—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from California
has the floor, ;

Mr. PERKINS. Notwithstanding this fact, our Government
is paying one-half cent a pound royalty for harveyized armor
plate, Thisletter from the Curnegie Steel Company, Limited, also
makes a statement in relation to the Krupp royalty. I do not
think they want any defenders, judging from their annual state-
ment, which our friend from South Carolina has read.

Mr. TILLMAN. Right there, if the Senator will permit
me——

Mr. PERKINS. I think they canlook after their own interests,
It is the Government’s interests that I am trying to look after,
with my friend from Nevada, at this time, Inrelation tothe roy-
alty they state as follows:

‘We also desire to reiterate our statement that we prefer to manufacture
ordinary face-hardened armor at anet price of $400 per ton than Krupp armor
at the price given above.

It is not specially desired that the Bureau pay the royalty on sarmor man-
ufactured by this process, as in the case of ordinary face-hardened armor,
the verbal proposition only being made as an alternative one; that is to say,
we would accept a price of $500 per ton, provided the Bureau would assume
the royalty, as in the case of the armor we are manufacturing for $400 per ton.

It wonld seem by this that the Navy Department has recognized
that the Krupp Company or their representatives in this country
have a patent or a trade secret which we can not use or which is
not available for our use unless we peg a certain royalty. Now,
if we erect an armor factory it wonld be entirely discretionary
with them whether they gave us the right to use this trade secret,
this patent, if you please to call it.so, without exacting from us a
royalty ?E(I)Jn every pound of armor plate that we manufactured,

Ay MAN. Mr. President—

Mr. PERKINS. That is one of the things that should gointo a

consideration of these questions, and it is one which was considered

have a

is speaking for itself.
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by your committee in arriving at the conclusion they have reached
in their recommendation to the Senate,

Mr. STEWART obtained the floor.

Mr, TILLMAN. If the Senator will allow me, I will just show
the proof in to the trade matter, and then I will sit down.

. STEWART. All right.

Mr, TILLMAN. Before the Naval Committee of the Senate,
Admiral O'Neil states—this is in Senate Document 127

If we once have the place to make armor the inventors will be only too
glad to give us the secret. If we did not allow them to make our armor they
would be glad to let us have it.

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. President, only one word in reply to that.
One year ago our Government was using what was known as the
patent of Gregory Gerdom for a gas check for cannon——

Mr, STEWART. I did not give way for a long argument.

Mr, PERKINS. Mr, President, this is in answer to the Senator
from South Carolina. 1 had the floor and yielded to my friend.

Mr. STEWART. No, I did not yield to the Senator.

" The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Doesthe Senator from Nevada
decline to yield? i

Mr, PERKINS. Will the Senator yield one moment for-this
statement?

Mr. STEWART. I will yield for one sentence now.

Mr. PERKINS. We then used that patent and said we would
pay nothing. Last year they came to your Committee on For-
tifications and Ordnance and said: * You can have the exclusive
right for the United States to the use of this for $22,000.” We
then })la.ced a provision to that effect in the bill, but the commit-
tee of conference between the two Houses struck it out. This
year they came before the committee of the House and said that
the royalty which was due them upon the patent which they had
would amount to over $65,000, without any exclusive use of it in
the United States, The result was that the committee finally
agreed to give them $50,000 for royalty upon that device, and that
bill has passed both Houses.

So it would be in this case; and a similar thing would happen
to this Government if we used either the harveyized patent or the
Krupp patent; and we should have to pay perhaps millions of dol-
lars for it before we got through.

Mr.. STEWART. The Senator undertakes to prove that the
United States can not defend itself against this monopoly by com-
petition. I have always claimed that the remedy for trusts was
competition; and in my speech the other day on trusts I pointed
out that in times of prosperity, when there is plenty of money,
you can have competition.

Mr. PERKINS. Iagree with the Senator.

Mr. STEWART. You can have competition then; but when
you say that we can break up these frusts by giving them inore
money, or that you can break up a trust by showing that it Las
got youin its power, you admit the trust is omnipotent and that
the Government can not fight it. Tt seeins like running away
from fighting the trusts as a rabbit runs before 2 hound.

1t is said that if we attempt to fight this trust there will be a
little patent here and a little patent there, litile cobwebs. If the
Government establishes a plant of its own, it will control the
price and be able to build a navy; but so long as it depends upon
this extortionate corporation, which has shown its bad faith, so
long you will have no navy. We need a navy; and, as I said be-
fore, if armor plate is necessary for a navy, it is necessary for us
to throttle this trust or have no navy. el oL

Mr. MONEY. Mr. President. I understood the distingunished
Senator, the chairman of the: Committee on Naval Affairs [Mr,
HaLe], to say yesterday evening that the soft-capped shell would
penetrate or impinge at an angle of greater incidence than would
the hard shell. To-day I understand—I did not have the 1for-
tune to hear the Senator at length—but I heard to-day that that
was not exactly the statement which he made. I should be very
glad if the Senator wounld now say exactly what he did state. I
think it has a somewhat important bearing on this discussion; in
other words, it may demonstrate whether it is worth while for
to have any armor at all on our ships. L

Mr. HALE., Mr. President, I think the conclusicn that the Bu-
reau of Ordnance of the Navy Department have arrived at carries
as a logical sequence the proposition that if we wait until armor
plate is manufactured that is impenetrable by the best projectile
at square range, there will be no more armor.

Mr. MONEY. Yes, I understood that; but that was not the
question I asked the Senator.

Mr. HALE. 1 do not know but that I had better have read, in
answer to the Senator, the memorandum that was sent to me by
Admiral O’'Neil. It is right on this point.

Mr. MONEY, I shall be very glad to hear it.

Mr. HALE., Mr. President, [ think it will be a proper contri-
bution to the discussion on the point suggested by the Senator
from Mississippi if the memorandum, which is in substance a
conversation had between Admiral O’'Neil and myself on Monday
night, be read. Let the Secretary read that.

ThgstPedRESIDENT pro tempore, The Secretary will read as
u i
e Secretary proceeded to read the memorandum.

Mr, HALE. l\gr President, I hope during the reading of this
communication, which is certainly important, that order will be
preserved in the Chamber. I do not think any of us can hear the
Clerk. He has a good penetrating voice, and yet it does not pen-
etrate as far as my seat. Liet us wait until there is order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Conversation in the Senate
must cease. The Secretary will sus}ﬁmd the reading until it has

ceased. [A pause.] The reading will now be proceeded with.
Mr, HALE, Lef the Secretary start the reading at the begin-
ning of the memorandum.
The Secretary read as follows:

[Memorandum for Senator HALE, by Rear-Admiral O'Neil, with regard tothe
perforation of armor by capped projectiles].
‘WasmxNeToN, D. C., May 8, 1500

1. No armor that exists to-dey, regardless of its thickness or quality, can
resist the power of the modern gun at short range. Therefore the fact that
armor can ily rforated at short range must not be considered an
indication that it is of inferior gﬁ:ﬁtﬁ It simply means that it is over-
matehed by the gun. Naturally that which is the most difficult to orate
is the most desirable, and it has been determined that armor made by the
new Krupp process is the most resisting for its thickness, and it therefore
lopted by all leading maritime nations, and the latest vessels baild-
nce, Germany, Russia, and Japan will all be supplied

th
2. It has practically su

rseded harveyed armor, and is now J)ractically
the only kind being man

‘actured, except to wind up incompleted contracts
S0me Years

3. Armoris butaago ial protection at best, and as ships can carry but a
limited weight of it, it stands to reason that the most resisting quality should
be ; notwithstan that it is but a partial protection, it is the best
that can be devised, and distance and oblique impacts are large factors in its
favor. Ships will never en at short range, if it can be helped, because
it wonld bring them nnder the most energetic fire of every gun in the enemy's
vessel, both great and A

4. All tests for the acceptance of armor, both in this country and ab:
are made with uncapped projectiles, and the tests heretofore and now appli
are about as severe as can prudently be applied. ionally a very su
rior g:lata made by the Bnrm{ ocess gets to the proving ground which
would stand a test considerably higher than that prescribed, and the same
will, without doubt. be the case with Krupp plates, but the regulation test
must be such as will allow a reasonable factor of safety and allow for the
ordinary and legitimate variation in a of well-made plates.

5. It is a well known fact that a soft-steel cap attached to the point of an
armor-piercing projectile increases its efficiency to a marked extent; any-
where, in fact, from 15 to 20 and often to 25 per cent, and all such projectiles
for the United States Navy are fitted with caps.

6. A very large number of comparative tests were made at Indian Head
with csgred and uqcsgped projectiles which fully demonstrated the value
of the soft cap. and it is customary now, after regular armor tests, to fire an
extra capped shot ar two simply lor the purpose of gaining information. A
few days ago at Indian Head a 6inch capped shell was easjﬁv driven throogh
14 inches of harve armor, and the same has been done through 8 inches of
Krupp armor. These shots of course were fired with high velocities at-a
distance of a fow hundred feet. This fact, however, in no way disoredits the
/rmor.

7. All the ballistic tests made at Indian Head for the acceptance of Kru
armor have been of a most satisfactory character and have sﬂown it to be
that is claimed for it. The only such armor tested has been for the Russian
CGovernment, and the tests were prescribed and witnessed by a technical
comission of Russian naval officers who are most careful and exacting in
seeing ihat the requirements are fully met and that the data obtained is
compiete.

8. The present United States test for ¢-inch harveyed plates is two shots
from a t-inch gun, each having a g velocity of 1,650 foot-seconds and a
stricking energy of 4,729 foot-tons. The test fora 6-inch Kru
shots from a 6-inch gun, each having a striking velocity of 1,
and a striking energy of 7,221 foot-tons.

9. AnBinch Krupp plate is tested with four shots from an 8-inch
having a striking valgcity of 1,875 foot-seconds. The testfor a
8-inch plate is two shots with a striking velocity of 1,538 foot-seconds.

1i. The above are ﬂ:phic illustrations of the increased severity of tha
tests for Krupp over veyed armor.

11. No experiments have been made which discredit armor made by either
the harveyed or Krupp process.

12. Expoeriments have been made which show the'great value of the soft-
capped projectile against either kind of armor. Should the Government un-
dertake to make armor there is no reason to suppose that they wonld be able
to make it of better quality than the private manufaeturers; in fact, thero is
every reason to suppose that they would not make it as good, being without
experience and with a somewhat limited lmuwlad?a of the subject. I[have
no hesitation in saying that no pains or expense is spared by the present
gmu;%cturers to produce the very best article of the kind they have agreed

supply.

13. The total amount of armor coniracted for to date is 35,773 tens, costing
§19,460.280; an average price of §543.99, without certain royalties for the ITar-
vey process of one-half a cent per pound, which the Government has paid or
agreed to pay. The contracts for this armor have extended over thirteen
yeﬁa. an average quantity of 2,752 tons per annum.

plate is four
foot-seconds

,each
veyed

I estimate roughly t the total quantity of armor required for ships
anthorized and for those on the present bill is as follows: &

Ons.

B B T e s 7,859

5 battleships at 3400 tonseach...... ..o eeiaeaercecencnnmmcnes sannasee 175000

6armored cruisersat 1,800 tons each ... ..o eioeeieiiec e ccccaaneian 10, 800

ok IEN e W ISR o B T NG i o L N e 85,159

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I am extremely glad that the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Mississippi has brought out the read-
ing of this document. I had intended to put it into the discus-
sion; hut it conld never come in more a&propriatel than now.
It is the result of an interview between the Admiral and myself
on Monday night last, in which I made a memorandum for him
of certain questions that I wanted him to answer, which he has
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done most faithfully; and I can conceive of nothing that wovld
shed more light upon this whole discussion than the statement of
Admiral O'Neil in this memorandum.

Mr, MONEY. Mr, President, I gquite agree with the honorable
Senator in that remark. I think the reading of that pag:r has
shed a great deal of light, and I congratulate myself that my
question brought it into the discussion, 1t is a very valuable con-
tribution. Among other things, it shows that this sup secret
about these soft-nose Erojec iles is mo secref at all. If is known
to every naval establishment in the world.

Mr, HALE. I believe the Senator is right about that.

Mr. MONEY, It is known everywhere, all over the world.

Mr. HALE., Of course there was at first a kind of mystety or
lack of knowledge on the part of a great many Senators, and I did
not know of it myself. i

Mr, MONEY. It was pure crass ignorance on the part of this
Senate. Everybody else knew of it except ourselves.

Mr. HALE. Everybody else knewit, and had known it for years.

Mr. MONEY. Yes; everbody else knew it. It shows further
that there is no armor that can not be penetrated by this superior
projectile.

Then there is a proposition to put upon American war ships an
inferior armor that can be more easily penetrated, and at the same
time of mnch greater weight, thereby complicating the problem
of floatation in the bnilding of battle ships, So I think we ought
to eliminate the harveyized armor entirely from the guestion.
‘We never ought, in my judgment, to put upon a ship anything
but the very best armor.

Mr, HALE. I think the Senator isright about that, and practi-
cally that has been done. The artment has, aside from the
contracts made for Harvey armor, declined to go on and put any
more Harvey armor on ships, unless we so direct, npon just the
grounds that the Senator puts it, that it is inferior armor.

Mr. MONEY. I think thatwas very proper in the Department,
and I think the Senate is failing in its duty if it does not have dis-
continned the nse of inferior armor.

That opens the question to my mind whether it is worth avhile
to have any armor at all. I do not know whether the committee
has considered that subject, and I do not know whether the proper
bureau of the Navy Department has considered it; but if ships are
to have heavy armor at a vast expense to the Government, and
that armor can be penetiated by projectiles of a certain weight
and at a certain muzzle velocity that has been mentioned here
in these experiments, I do not see what is the use of armor at all.

It does not require close action to penetrate this armor, Take
the gun that Admiral O'Neil has presented, thatismade right here
in the city of Washington, a 12-inch gun, made here at the navy-
yard, aid it will throw a projectile of 850 pounds 9 miles with an
accuracy that would astonish a rifle shot. You can hit my hat a
thousand yards with one of those guns. The Plufon, a little tor-
pedo-boat destroyer, a short line on the margin of the sea, was
sunk by a shot from a 12-inch gun at a distance of 3} miles, and
her consort, the Terror, was destroyed at the same distance and
by the same gun. A Dattle ship with the harveyized armor or
with the Krupp armor could be penetrated at a distance of 3 or 4
miles.

1 have not given any particular study lately to this matter, and,
as I confessed a while ago, I was ignorant of these developments;
but it is well worth while to consider it; and if the committee
who have had the matter under consideration have come fo any
conclusion upon it, I wonld be glad to be enlightened; and I cer-
tainiy shall be glad to yield to their information upon this sub-
ject, whether it is worth while to armor vessels at great cost and
atthe expenseof floatation and of speed, in order tosecurean armor
that will be valuable at such ranges as no sea fight is likely to be
fought.

Mr, HALE rose.

Mr, MONEY, 1Ishall be glad to hear from the Senator.

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator, while ri%ht in his general
proposition, is wrong about the distances. I do not think, with
the best armor obtainable, that at 2, 8, or 4 miles the armor of a

ship could be perforated by any of these projectiles. In sucha
case, where the firing was at a distance, as it was off Santiago,
the best armor would be useful and would be protective. If fleets
of great modern ships shall ever come together, as they did at
Trafalgar or at 8t. Vincent or in the Nile—

Mr. MONEY. Perhaps they never will. :

Mr. HALE. But if they ever should, nothing in the shape of
armor that has been either invented or built or even imagined
could stand against the projectiles.

Mr. MONEY. I think not. :

Mr. HALE. Baut the experiments that have been made are not
made, as they would be in actual naval warfare, at a distance of
1, 2, and 3 miles, but they are made at relatively short distances,
to show, first, the superiority of one kind of armor over another,
and then the superiority of the armor or the projectile at near
range, so as to get at certain fundamental propositions upon which

to build. I do not think the Senator's conclusion is wise, that be-
cause it has been demonstrated that at short range a projectile
will penetrate an armor plate, therefore we should cease armoring
the ships with the best armor where the contest will be not at a
near range, but at a distant range. .

Mr, MONEY. If the Senator will allow me, I have come to no
conclusion. 1 asked for information if the committee had consid-
ered the subject. .

Mr, HALE. Yes; and I am trying to state, and I think the
Senator sees whatever force there may be in my proposition, that
in actual contestsin war our ships will not be subjected to this near
experiment, which is made for the purpose of determining which
projectile is best, which armor plate is best; and that therefore
we should not stop armoring, with the best armor we can get, the
ships that will be tested, not at the proving grounds, not at navy-
yards, but upon the sea against other navies, against other fleets,
where there will be maneuvering, and where, instead of there be-
ing eight or ten hundred yards between them, there will be a milg
or 2 or 3 miles; and the committee's conclusion is that it is best
fﬁr us o go on and get the best armor we can and put it on the
shiys.

Mr. MONEY. There has been an instance of a naval engage-
ment under present conditions in the fight between the Japanese
and the Chinese fleets off the mouth of the Yalu River,

Mr. HALE, That was the nearest. :

Mr. MONEY. There was a hand to hand contest, a melee, and
the ships even attempted to ram one another. The Senator will
recollect ihat the Chinese war ship, having received what was
considered a fatal wound, attempted to ram a Japanese vessel
within a hundred yards of her, but before she reached her enemy
she sank like a bullet. The Senator will also recollect that there
was no armored battle ships in the Japanese fleet, and that the
whole superstructure almost of the two principal Japanese
cruisers was absolutely eaten away by the small shot. They had
the finest guns that we knew anything about at that time; they
had Krupp and Canet guns on both fleets, and the Senator will
recollect an instance where one shot from a Canet gun swept the
whole battery off one side of a Japanese sghip, killed fifty-seven
men, dismounted every gun on that side, and destroyed every-
thing in the way. .

Mr, President, that fight was within as close range as it was at
Trafalgar, St. Vincent, or the Nile, except that they did not lash
themselves to one another, yard arm to yard arm, as was done in
those days with long toms, carronades, 0-pounders, and wood
ships. The Japaneze fleet circled continually around the Chinese
fleet. The Senator may very well replfy to me by saying that the
whole Chinese fleet was saved by the fact that they had two ar-
mored battle ships.

Mr. HALE. That was all.

Mr, MONEY. But the question now is whether it will be
worth while to go into the business of armoring ships any more,
While I am no anthority on ordnance, it seems to me as a layman
that when a projectile weighing 830 pounds, with a munzzle energy
of 46,246 foot-tons and a muzzle velocity of 2,800 foot-seconds—
throwing that projectile at a vessel 3 or 4 miles away, it could
easily penetrate any armor likely to be put on any ship. The
Senator shakes his head, and I yield to his suﬁerior knowledge on
this question, but I say if we are to armor these ships we ought
to have the best armor.

I happened to be one of a committee of the House of Represent-
atives which investigated the armor frauds several years ago, and
I visited the works of Mr, Carnegie with the committee. We had
before us the superintendent, who was quoted here a while ago by
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, TH.LMANE. and the fore-
men who had charge of the steel from the time the ingots went
into the furnance until the armor was fitted for its place on the
ship, and the frands there were perfectly obvious. e superin-
tendent himself confessed that the instrument used to test the
tensile strength of the bolts that held the armor in Slace was
*jockeyed " in the test, to use his own expression, and the man
whose business it was to work the instrument confessed to the
‘ jockeying.”

e went further, and he said that even in dealing commercially
with private parties the same *‘jockeying” was going on. We
know that the armor plate was full of blowholes, and that each
plate of armor is cuf in two, and that the lower half is better
metal than the upper because of the settling of certain com?o-
nents, and that the lower half was sent to the test grounds at In-
dian Head to stand the ballistic test for a group of upper half
plates, when it was no test at all for the upper harf.

We also discovered—and everybody has seen it, perhaps—that
the foremen doctored their books; that the agent of the Govern-
ment, the naval officer of the Government there, and the superin-
tendent of construction of this armor plate. under a contract
which provided that the Government shonld be constantly in-
formed of every process in the manufacture of that armor, was
continunally deceived. All these facts have been published to the
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world. That company getting a little into disrepute, being fined
very heavily by the Secretary of the Navy—and, bg the way, the
fine was subsequently remitted in part—the Bethlehem Company
obtained a contract, and of it was given to Carnegie.

Now, we are informed in this debate that there is an interna-
tional trust; that Krupp, with his secret, and Harvey, with his
patents, and these two American companies—the Krupp Company
abroad and others; for I believe there are several of these estab-
lishments in France and one or two in Italy—have organized an
international trust to impose not only on this Government. but on
others. We have the spectacle of Carnegie taking a contract from
the Russian Government for armor at $249 a ton, when we were
paying that comf\any not less than $450 a ton. The result of that
investigation, if I am correct, was a resolution or a bill introduced
by the distinguished Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CHAN-
pLER], which provided that not more than $300, including the
royalty of §11 a long ton, should be paid.

he question now is whether we are still longer to be subjected
to the extortion of this international trust or this domestic trust,
or whatever it may be, with their patents and their secrets, There
is no difficulty, if the Government undertakes to manufacture for
itself, in getting whatever secret is now used by any manufac-
turer in the world. It seems to me, with the amount of armor,
37.000 tons, I belisve—-

Mr. STEWART,. Thirty-five thonsand tons,

Mr. MONEY. Thirty-five thonsand tons, in the programme of
construction authorized and about to be authorized to be con-
structed, there is an immense profit to the United States in build-
ing its own plant at some point where coal and iron and limestone
are in juxtaposition and will make material cheap. The Govern-
ment will not only save money, but it will get the best article, and
it will not require an inspector to see that there are no blowholes,
no false tests, no jockeying with the instruments that test the
strength of the bolt that fastens the armor to the side of the ship.

1t seems to me there is nothing in the proposition in this case
that the Government should not compete with private citizens in
work; and I fully agree with that doctrine, generally. We have
a gun factory, competing with private factories. t was ob-
jected to at first on the same ground, and we are making now the
finest guns in the world.

Mr. HALE. We never competed with the gun makers who
make the gun itself. They send it down and we finish it. The
assembling is all done by private parties. All that the Govern-
ment does is to finish it.

Mr. MONEY. Iknow thatwhenthe gun comeshereitisrough
bored. We put the jacket on the gun; we rifle the gun; we really
make the gun, We make it of such quality that it has no superior
in the world, according to the reports of our ordnance officers.

: M1;]. HAWLEY, The parts come here rough turned, rough
ored,

Mr, MONEY. That is my understanding.

Mr. HAWLEY, And they are finally executed, finished, and
assembled here.

Mr. MONEY. I understand that.

Mr. HAWLEY, It is called a gun factory, but it is only par-
tially a gun fa.ctorf'?

Mr. MONEY. It is a gun factory in the completion of that
instrument which is considered now the best weapon in the world,
just exactly as if you would bring the raw ore. The gun is fin-
ished here, and there is no superior to it, and I do not see any rea-
son why the Governmentshould not have the best armor that can
be made in the world at a cost that is very much less than what
we are compelled to pay to the international trust.

Now, I want the distinguished Senator from Maine to under-
stand that I am not opposing in any particular his propositions
here, although I shall vote with my friend the Semator from
South Carolina for a Government plant, bezause I believe it is the
cheapest and best. There is something in a great nation like this
being held by the throat by two corporations here and a few
abroad and being compelled to pay what every man here knows
to be an exorbitant price.

Mr. HALE., Does not the Senator, who is very quick of appre-
hension, see the difference, when he uses the strong metaphor of
these establishments holding the Government by the throat, be-
tween letting them have their way, withont let or hindrance, and
fixing their price, as they did in all the first years of our buildin
up of the Navy, and the scheme of the committee now to hol
them down to a moderate price, a price at which we can not make
it, and if they do not take that, then to make an armor plant, be-
canse we will be obliged to?

Mr, MONEY. That is a reasonable proposition.

Mr. HALE. The committee felt that instead of letting these
people have their own way we are holding them nup. We say
on all the testimony we can get that nobody can furnish armor—
no private establishment, and the Government certainly can not—
for less than what we offer to give them, and if they are not

reasonable enough, if they do not cease their exactions, if they do
not cdease taking us by the throat, and make the contract for
the moderate price of $445, which is only $31 more than is
paid for the harveyized armor, including all royalties, then we
will have an armor plant. Now, does not the Senator see the
difference between that programme and letting these people have
their entire way?

Mr. MONEY. Certainly.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. MONEY. In one moment. I perhaps used a strong ex-
pression—held by the throat—but I had in mind when I spoke the
time some little while ago when we very badly needed ghips and
the ships were arrested in construetion because these gentlemen
would not furnish armor except af their own price. I called that
held by the throat. Now, whether they can repeat it or not
depends npon the willingness of this Congress to check them by
saying we will have a plantof our own. From my limited knowl-
edge of the subject, and I have the advantage from assisting in
that investigation into armor making and the frauds committed
by the company upon the Government of knowing a little about
it, I do not believe that $445 is a low ﬁ)rica or a moderate price.

I beligve with the Senator from New Hampshire when he de-
clared years ago that armor of the very best could be made at a
profit at $300 a fon. Ihave not time now, nor would the Senate
care to hear the reasons detailed which moved me to that conclu-
sion. I do not want to interfere with the programme of the com-
mittee, and, as I said at the outset. I have no doubt they have
given this matter consideration, which I ha%e been unable to give
and have not given, I confess; but in this matter of an armor
{:lant 1 shall vote with the Senator from South Carolina, because

believe it is the best way and the surest way and the cheapest

way.

Mr, TELLER. Mr. President, I do not desire to discuss this
%uastion particularly, but I have a document here from the Navy

epartment which I wish somebody who knows more about it
than I to explain, :

I find in this document, which came to us yesterday, that they
speak of a gun with a muzzle velocity of 2,800 foot-seconds, hav-
ing a muzzle energy of 46,246 foot-tons. 1 suppose they mean by
this statement that that class of projectiles at that speed would
%e‘netrate harveyized armor 19} inches and Krupp 15} inches.

ut I find in Document 10 what would lead me to suppose, if I
did not doubt it from some knowledge I have on the subject, that
they meant to say that they had penetrated 21.42 inches of har-
veyized steel and 16.84 inches of K.rup%. I wish somebody, the
Senator who has charge of this bill or the Senator who has been
Secretary of the Navy, to tell me whether they have made any
such progress in gunnery as this indicates,

Mr. HALE. That is a document which was sent to me, and I
had it printed. I suppose those tables represent just this: They
show what experiments have been made with certain thicknesses
of armor. Then they carry that ont proportionately as to thicker
plates, and they show what, if they did make these experiments,
wonld be the result logically on thicker plates. I do not under-
stand that any experiments have actually been made on the thick-
est plate that is indicated there. I do not know that there is any
such plate. Isuppose that is only a calculation,

Mr. TELLER. The Senator from Maine says there is not any
plate but that this soft-nosed shell wonld perforate.

Mr. HALE. What I mean by that is any plate which it wounld
be practicable to put on a ship.

Mr. YELLER. Of course; I understand that.

Mr. HALE, I do not suppose, if you put on a plate of 3 feet in
thickness—

Mr. TELLER. You can not do that.

Mr, HALE. But that can not be done, because then at once
¥on sink the ship. But up to the point of floatation and the use-

ulness of a ship, as a ship in the water, and a ship to be taken

about from one E;llace to another, maneuvered, and all that—up to
that point, which the engineers and ordnance officers know, no
armor up to this time has been either found or thought of that
would stand the most piercing projectile.

Mr. TELLER. What a projectile will do must be determined
upon its distance, upon the distance that it goes, and the way it
strikes the object. All these experiments are under the most
favorable circumstances for the penetration gualities. For in-
stance, take these muzzle experiments—perforation at muzzle,
In that case there is no elevation. The gun stands on a level and
the projectile strikes squarely against the plate. It is not a plate
which is enrved, as it may be on the ship, but it is a plate pre-
sented.squarely, while if the ship was 3 miles off the projectile
might strike it at a very different angle. The shell itself would
be in a different position; it would not be striking on.

In order to reach any considerable distance the gun must have
an elevation, and when it has an elevation with the natural drop
of gravity the projectile always drops with its heel or its heaviest
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part down, and it never strikes as it strikes at the muzzle. So
these riments are not of very much value, when you come to
them. 1 do not myself believe we have ever had any 3,000 foot-
seconds experiments, althongh we may have, perhaps; but 2,000
is regarded as a pretty good speed.

I only wanted to know, because when I got it I thought we had
. made the most remarkable advance in gunnery, and as I had not
been looking up the subject of gunnery for a year or two, I thought
I was really a great ways behind. But I went to the Senator from
New Hampshire and he told me he thought this is a sort of theo-
retical arrangement or understanding. I wish the Senate to un-
derstand that, so we will not be misled into supposing we have
the tremendous engines of war which this would indicate we
have. We have not got them.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr, President, I think Iought, before a vote
is taken, to state the reasons which have induced me to differ with
the majority of the committee and fo vote for the amendment of
the Senator from South Carolin?fahir. TmrmaN], The Senator
from Maine [Mr. HALE] has stated very clearly and dispassion-
ab:lof the situation in reference to armor, and he has presented, as
a solution of a very difficult question, the ition that we shall
fix a price of §445 a ton for armor, and that if these two combined
companies—the Carnegie and the Bethlehem—will make 34,000 tons
for $445 a ton, which will be about §17,000,000 paid to them, they
shall be allowed to make it; but if they will not do it, then we will
pay them $545 a ton for armor for the three battle ships, the hulls
of which are now constructed, and then build an armor plant and
ourselves manufactune the additional armor which we may want.

Mr. President, on the other hand, the proposition for which I
contend as being on the whole the best thing is to submit to pay
§545 a ton for armor for the three battle ships—the Maine, Ohio,
and AMissouri—but build an armor plant and manufacture the rest
of the armor. My proposition and the proposition of the Senator
from South Carolina, as to the authority to be given at this time
to procure armor, is in conformity with the opinion of Admiral
O’Neil, the very able Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance, whose let-
ter the Senator from Maine has just submitted. In a letter of
May 1 to the Secretary of the Navy, forwarding certain corre-
spondence between himself and the armor makers, wherein they
refused to take less than $545 a ton for armor, he says:

In the opinion of the Burean, it would not be advisable at the present time
to consider the purchase of armor for other vessels than the Maine, Missouri,
and Ohio, as conditions may change at any time not onlf as to the character
of armor, but as to its cost and as to the sources of supply.

The reason why the Chief of the Burean believes such action is
sufficient at this time is because there is really no great bhaste
about settling this business. There is really no necessity for pro-
viding at this time for 84,000 tons of armor, to cost §17,000,000,
The armor factories will ba out of work this fall.

If they begin the work on the armor for thesethree ships, it will
occupy them abouta year, and, in my judgment, an armor factory
for the Government can be erected within a year, I know other
Senators differ from me; I hear contradictions around me, but I
maintain my opinion nevertheless. Thecostof an armor plantand
the length of timerequired toput itinto operation have been very
much exaggerated by the opponents of an armor plant. The rea-
s0ns why:lf think we ought to begin on an armor plant at this time
are simple.

In the first place, I ask the Senator from Maine and I ask other
Senators who advocate making a contract with these two com-
panies now for $17,000,000 of armor, what they are going to do
when those contractsend? Are we going tostop building armored
ships or are we going to build more battle ships with armor on
them? If we are going to build more, then at the end of three or
four years we shall be in exactly the same trouble as now and it
will further appear,that whereas we have already paid to these
companies $20,000,000 for 35,000 tons of armor we will have 1;3&&
them $17,600,000 more for 84,000 additional tons to build up their
monopoly; and we will be more than ever in their clutches, to use
the expression of one Senator.

Mr, STEWART. It would be $18,900,000 for the 35,000 tons.

Mr. ALLISON. At what rate? ;

Mr, TILLMAN. Five hundred and forty-five dollars.

Mr. CHANDLER. Whether it is four hundred and fifty or
five hundred or five hundred and forty-five does not make much
difference to my argument on this point. Are we at the end of
bnyix:gjand using or of making and using armor when we have

1d this $17,000,000 additional to these two monopolies? That

the ﬁlgsﬁon I ask,

Mr. LE. Idonot quite see the force, as an argument, of
that question. )

Mr. CHANDLER. The Senator is not called upon to do that.
He may answer the question, if he desires. .

Mr. E. Of course I can not answer it as well as if I counld
see what the Senator is driving at. I do mot see that what we
will do hereafter has anything to do with what we will do now.
If we get settled here a reasonable price for this armor, and get

contracts for the ships that are now awaiting it and the ships that
we now propose to build, the natural presumption in human af-
fairs is that that will settle it in the future. 1 have no fear what-
ever, if these companies come to the terms of this bill and furnish
the armor at §445, which I have no doubt is less than the Govern-
ment can make it for, that they will ever attempt to get more.
There is no possibility that they will,

Mr. CHANDLER. That is an answer to the guestion, and it is
in effect that the Senator does not see any danger ahead. 1 ses
very great danger ahead. I see that we are going to be worse
off after wehavepaid them—first$20,000,000 and then $17,000,000—
than we are now, Reluctant as 1 have been to have the Govern-
ment enter npon what some Senators call paternalism—the manu-
facturing of armor—I am inclined to believe now that we ought
two or three years ago to have built an armor factory.

The Senator from Maine said something about this paternalism,
But within two years we have appropriated a large sum of money
fo enable the Bureau of Ordnance to make smokeless powder.
Why did we do that? There are many powder factories in this
country. They can make smokeless powder, and make it asgood
as we can; but Captain O'Neil came to ns with the request, in-
dorsed by the Secretary of the Navy, and we have appropriated
geveral hundred thousand dollars—I1 do not know how much—to
build a smokeless powder factory. Why did we do that?

Mr. HALE. We did that becanse—

Mr. CHANDLER. We did it because we were afraid that the
combined powder makers of thiscountry would charge us too high
prices. :

Mr. HALE, It was not so much that, In time of war we
thought it desirable to do it; and I venture to predict that what
we put out on that factory will be dead matter,

r. CHANDLER, I did not want to do it, but the Senator
from Maine—

Mr, HALE. No; I did not want to do it.

Mr, CHANDLER. But the Senator from Maine, as usual, overs
ruled me in committee, and I supported it—-

Mr. HALE. I did not want to do it.

Mr. CHANDLER. Because I was asked to help put an end to
angi powder monopoly.

r. HALE., I thought it would bebetter to dothe other thin
Iam glad the Senator has invoked this, as I was going to do%
myself, Every dollar we have put into the smokeless-powder
factory will be sunk mog_‘gﬁ, as much so asif dropped into the At-
lantic Ocean. It never roduce a pound of smokeless powder,

Mr. CHANDLER. The Senator will brin
to pay the remaining bills for putting it up. It is paternalizm, if
an armor-plate factory is paternalism, and we built it becaunse we
would not be in the hands of the powder makers of the country,
and we ought to build an armor plant so that we will not be in
the hands of the armor-plate makers of the country.

I come back now to the question which I asked the Senator from
Maine. What are you going to do when yon have given them
this 34,000 tons of armor to make and $17,000,000 to make it with
if after that we are going on to build more battle ships? Weshall
have to submit, probab?y. to some new invention. When they
found we wonld Eﬂ.y them but 3400 a ton for harveyized armor
they went to work and invented the Krupp armor and said we
must pay $545 for that. What is there to it? Nothing in the
world except they harden the face of the plate a litt!e more.

The way to make armor hard is to supercarburize the face of it
with charcoal or charcoal gas, and the harveyed armor is pene-
trated by carbon perhaps a half or three-quarters of an inch and
the Krupp armor is penetrated by carbon perhaps an inch and a
half, That is all thereis toit. Anybodycan do it. There is not
a patenton it that is worth anything. When anybody undertakes
to say that we have not mechanics skilled enough to build such a
Government factory and make these plates in it, he does great in-
justice to the American mechanics.

Mr, HALE, The Sznator stated that right. I agree with him.
That is a part of the basis of the committee’s action. There is
not very much difference, I think, We give them only $31 dif-
ference between what we have been paying for the harveyed
armor—

Mr. CHANDLER. You havenot given it tothem yet, and they
have not a totake it. That is only the Senator’s hypothesis,

Mr, E. We make that as the basis.

Mz;.. CHANDLER. Ido notwant to bediverted from my argu-
men

Mr, HALE. I want the Senator to bear that in mind—we giva
them only $31 more. :

Mr. CHANDLER, Exactly, Let us see where we started.
We did pay four or five hundred dollars a ton for armor in the

heﬂ.nning.
r. HALE. 8ix hundred.

Mr. CHANDLER. Six hundred far back in time; then the price
went down to §545. What had the Bethlehem and Carnegiecom-
panies done?

in appropriations
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In 1805— .

I read from Secretary Herbert’s report, which is House Docu-
ment No. 151, Fifty-fourth Congress, first session, page 21—

In 15895 Russia was in the market for harveyed nickel armor.

First we were told we must put nickel into the armor, and we
did. Then we were told we must buy harveyed armor, and we
did. How well I remember the eulogy of the Senator from Maine
in this Chamber upon harveyed armor, when he glorified the
American inventor and boasted of the great discovery of the
Harvey armor; and when some of us wanted to hold back a little
on the price of it, he said: “A t invention.” It has revolu-
tionized warfare.” ¢ A world-wide discovery.”

Mr, HALE, If was, :

Mr, CHANDLER. But now we are told it is worthless; it will
not do to put on our battle ships, and men are unpatriotic who
want to send our seamen out to fight with inferior armor on our
battle ships. Any man who makes any contest against t;)ayiug
$17,000,000 morelomor t.];) theWon%golies is sa.il to be
unpatriotic simply use he is di to be economical.

BE?‘. TILLMART. Mr. President—

Mr, CHANDLER, No; I will not yield to the Senator now.

Mr, TILLMAN. Ihope the Senator will not be so obdurate as
not tolet me put in a thought right here.

Mr. CHANDLER. I haveso mang of my own, that I think are
better than the Senators, that I think I shall have to go on.

Mr. TILLMAN. I have toleave the city.

Mr, CHANDLER, If the Senator wiil not to go to Balti-
more and make the h he is going tomake, I will yield to him.

Mr, TILLMAN. I am obliged to go to Baltimore, because I
foolishly made an agreement to go, and I usually try to keep my
promises, Otherwise I would be very delighted to stay and hear
the Senator, But I want to ask him to ask the Senator from
Maine, because I am really afraid to ask him, whether or not
if this were a proposition that the United States should present to
the Carnegie and Bethlehem companies the battle ship on he
would vote for it; just make them a present of it. :

Mr. CHANDLER (to Mr. HALE). Is that the inquiry?

Mr. HALE. He asks me.

Mr. CHANDLER. I did not hear the question. E

Mr, TILLMAN. You ask him,

Mr. CHANDLER. Idid not hear the question, but I ask the
Senator from Maine to answer if.

Mr. HALE. I have to receive it through the medium of the
Senator from New Hampshire, :

Mr. CHANDLER. I was just then endeavoring to answer a
question of the Senator from Colorado near me, and I did not hear
the question of the Senator from South Carolina. So I think I
had better go on. X :

Mr. Herbert called our attention to certain facts, and I want
every Senator to hear them:

In 1805 Russia was in the market for harveyed nickel armor. The Bethle-
hem and Carnegie companies, in the United States, were then both well es-
tablished, and neither had sufficient orders from this Government to employ
its plant continuausli. There was sharp competition for.the order from
Russin, and the Bethlehem Company secured the contract for mannta.cturintg L
armor for one ship at the very low price of £49 per ton, this armor to be bo
nickeled and harveyed and to be delivered in Russia.

There is where the controversy over this armor question began,
as Senators very well know; and nobody believes that the Beth-
lehem Company lost money on that armor. They never were able
to show that they lost money on it. i

Mr. HALE., Will the Senator from New Hampshire permit

me?

Mr. CHANDLER. Certainly.

Mr, HALE. The Senator is not only a very adroit and interest-
ing debater; he means to be a fair debater. Does he not know
that this single instance of furnishing Harvey armor at $240 a
ton by this company has been exploited scores of times, and that
it has always been explained as a single instance of what a com-
pany did in order to get into the European market, to get its
wares in there?

Mr. CHANDLER. Is that the whole of the Senator’s question?

Mr. HALE. Well, I will make it in the form of a statement.
It has never been contended that there was any other contract.
It was simplﬁf to get into the Enropean market.

Mr. CHANDLER. Now, after the Senator's compliment to
me, I will say that what he says is true; they have so claimed.
But what I said was that it never had been shown that they lost
money on the contract, and it can not be demonstrated to-day that
they lost money on if. Ireferred to the fact in order to show the
beginning of this controversy about armor. It led to an investi-

tion by the Naval Committee, of which the Senator from Maine
ﬁ[r. HavrE] and I were members, and a report was made on the
armor question, Report No. 1458, Fifty-fourth Congress, second
session, November 11, 1897. Althongh that re&gztdwas made by
me, the findings of it were very carefully consi by the Naval
Committee. The statements as I had written them were very

much modified; and the whole committee concurred in the re-

port. Secretary Herbert had estimated that armor could be pro-
duced for about $250.

He added for 1pr(n‘il; 50 dper cent, or $§125, making $375. Then he
added for nickel §20, and he made up $395, or in a round number
$400 a ton for armor. That is what Secretary Herbert had esti-
mated, while the committee reported that a fair averagzggﬂce to
be paid for armor for the three new battle ships authorized by the
act of June 10, 1896, would be befween $300 and $400 per ton of
2,240 pounds. The committee Sfut their estimate in a general way
as being somewhere between $300 and $400, allowing only 33} per
cent for profit, and thus making the estimate about §350. It ap-

red substantially from the thorough investigation of Secretary

erbert that the Bethlehem Company must have got back their

money on the §249 contract which they made with Russia. They
may have done the work without profit, but not at a loss.

Now, Mr. President, I will not detain the Senate long. The re-
sult of all that controversy was that Congress by law limited the
price of armor, We limited if to $400, and we limited it on two
or three occasions to $300. What then happened? These iwo
monopolies—a part of an international frust, as Senators have
stated, the foreign armor makers and the American armor makers
being in combination—finding that the Government was deter-
mined to get out of their clutches very shortly, said they had in-
vented a new armor, and the Krupp armor was brought forward.
The harveyized armor was ridiculed and denounced and laid
aside, and the Krupp armor was claimed fo be the only armor
that we could afford to put apon our battleships.

Iwill not nndertake to go in detail into the merits of this Krupp
armor. The companies put some chrome into it,and théy put a
little more nickel into it, and they forced the carbon, as I have
said, into the face of it three times as deep as they had forced the
carbon into the face of the harveyed plates. That is all there is
to it, Mr. President.

As I said to my colleague a little while ago, th%y also bought up
the Harvey process. Whether they claim any additional patents
or not I do not know, but the royalties of $45 a ton which they -
say we ought to pay include anything that we might be required
to pay for the patents on the Harvey process. But I venture the
assertion that I have made before, that the United States can
build a factory and make just as good armor as the Krupp armor
and not be obliged to pay a dollar for patents or a dollar for roy-
alty to anybody under heaven.

Now, Mr. President, why should we not do this? Isay weshonld
do it, unless you are to come to the end of building battle ships
when those are built provided for in this bill. If we are never
going to build any more battle ships, if, having purchased 35,000
tons of armor at a cost of $20,000,000 and being now about to pur-
chase 34,000 tons at $17,000,000 more, we never are going toneed
any more armor for battle ships, I grant that we had better pa
the price of $545 a ton. But, Mr. President, I do not understan

‘that anybody argues that theseare all the battleships we are ever

going to have. Tf there is any Senator who says or believes that,
then I think he should advocate paying $545 a ton for this armor.

But nobody believes that. If we are to be a world-wide power,
we are going on tobuild battle ships, armored battle ships, for the
next twenty years. But if I am wrong, and we are not going on
to build any more ships than will be armored by the 34,000 tons
of armor, it seems to me that we had better wait until next
winter, by postponing some of the battle ships that are provided
in this bill. If this is all the armor we are ever going to use, I
agree we had better ]I:a.y $545 for if, but even in that case we had
better not order all the battle S]élépﬂ that we are ever going tohave
at this session of Congress. e had better popstpone the con-
struction of some of them, and follow the recommendation of
Captain O'Neil, Chief of the Bureau, and make no provision at
this session except for the three ships that are now built, If we
are going to keep on building battle-ships, let us now pay 8545 a
ton for the armor, and hereafter let us, Mr, President, make our
OWNR armor,

Mr. President, the Committee on Naval Affairs, in the report to
which I have alluded, found:

That a Government armor facto
and that it is expedient to Satatian el Ebﬁiﬁﬁ?&‘miﬂﬁfﬁaﬁ‘;?ﬁm
facturers decline to accept such prices for armor as may be fixed by law.

That finding of the committee was in accordance with the
opinion of Secretary Herberf. 1t should be explained that this
million and a half for an armor factory did not include the price
of a steel plant. It was the estimated cost of an armor factory
proper, which should take from the manufacturers of steel the
steel ingot and put it under the hammer or under the hydraulic
press and shape it, and then by other machinery proceed to fashion
it into armor plate.

‘We can build, if we choose, for a million and a half dollars an
armor plant near a steel plant. We can go to Pennsylyania and
locate our factory near a steel plant, or near steel plants, which
will produce for us steel ingots exactly as we want them, with the
proper chemical ingredients; or we can do what is better—go to
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Chattanooga, or to Birmingham, or to Sheffield, or somewhere else
in the coal and iron section of that part of the country.

There is nothing very mysterious or troublesome about the

rocess of making armor. 1 hope the Senator from Georgia [Mr.

Acox] before this debate is over will tell the Senate, for he has
seen the Bethlehem plant, whether there would be anything very
difficult in having American mechanics build a Government
armor-plate factory and make armor plate. It is not fine work.

- It is nothing like the work that is done in building guns at the
‘Washington Navy-Yard. There is needed a hydranlic press to
take the ingot from the furnace and shape it. That is heavy
work, but it is not difficult work. A press will cost about half a
million dollars. Then the plate has to be shaped to go on theside
of the ship, and for the purpose of shaping the plates you need
about half a million dollars more for tools, and that is about all
you need after you have provided the steel ingots.

Now, Mr. President, it is extremely discreditable to American
mechanics to say they can not do that thing in a Government fac-
tory, and it is not creditable to Captain O'Neil to send a com-
munication in here to-day in answer to the questions of the Senator
from Maine, stating that onr mechanics can not make this armor
under his direction. He sent it in just as willingly as he went
down to Indian Head yesterday morning to fire a 6-inch shell
through a harveyed plate, because it was necessary to the prog-
ress of this debate that a shell should go through a harveyed plate,

Mr. President, it is not creditable to say that the American
mechanics can not do this work at a Government plant, because
we know they can do this work. The whole difficulty has been
magnified whenever the question has been submitted to naval
officers. There is a voluminous report here from the naval offi-
cers who went out and looked the country over to see how much
it would cost to locate and build an armor plant. They knew the
policy of the Department was not to have an armor plant, and
they made the expenses perfectly enormous.

Mr. TELLER, Mr, President—

Mr. CHANDLER. Inonemoment. But I confront thereport
of those officers with the report of the Committee on Naval Af-
fairs and with the report of Secretary Herbert, and I say that
within a year, or a year and a half at the most, we can have a
Government armor plant that can make armor and can make it
as good, as strong, and as reliable as the armor that we can get
from these combined manufacturers. Now I will yield to the
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. TELLER. 1 wish to ask the Senator if he does not recall
that about the time we let the contract to the Bethlehem Company
for guns and entered into a contract for armor plate it was stated
in the Senate in debate that we could not make armor plate or
gun metal in this conntry? We have demonstrated certainly that
we can beat the world on gun metal, whatever we may have done
on armor plate.

Mr, TILLMAN. Mr. President—

Mr. TELLER. The same claim was made then that is being
made to-day, that we could not do it.

Mr. LODGE. All our armor plate has been made in this coun-
tri.fr ‘We have not bought any foreign armor plate.

. TELLER. I know that. It was said that we could not
make it as good as it was made abroad; and as to gun metal, it
was said that we could not make it here,

Mr.CHANDLER. How soondoesthe Senator from South Caro-
lina have to go to Baltimore?

Mr, TILLMAN, I shall have to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee to make some arrangement with me by which I can leave
at this time, and to defer the vote until I can return.

Mr, PLATT of Connecticut. How long?

* Mr. TILLMAN. Until to-morrow. Ishould like to have the
bill go over after the Senator from New Hampshire gets through,
or the Senate can discuss the bill as long as it pleases, so it does
not come to any vote: :

Before I leave that point, though, I wanted to ask permission of
the Senatcr from New Hampshire to put in the REcorp the very
enormous estimates made by the Armor Factory Board, of which
Commodore Howell was president. There were four other naval
officers on the board. Here are their names:

J. A. Howell, commodore, United States Navy, president Armor
Factory Board; A. H. McCormick, captain, United States Navy;
Mordecai T. Endicott, civil engineer, United States Navy; James
H. Perry, chief engineer, United States Navy; F. F. Fletcher,
lientenant, United States Navy.

With the most elaborate and expensive machinery that was then
conceivable the total given by these gentlemen, who are all com-
petent engineers, amounts to only $3,747,000.

Mr. CHANDLER, Does that include the steel plant?

Mr. TILLMAN. It includes everything. It includes open-
hearth department; forging and cementing shop, bending and tem-
pering shop, machine shop, erecting shop, boiler house, power

' gelant, and so on, $3,747,000. I will put it in the RECORD, s0 that

nators can see it,

‘| I am interrupted in this way, I find I am nearly done.

Mr, CHANDLER. The Senator can speak again to-morrow.

Mr., TILLMAN. Iam not trying to now. I want to ask
the Senator from Maine to let me off, and [ want the Senator from
New Hampshire to please let me put the figures in, so that Sena-
tors who want to look at it in the morning can do so.

Mr. CHANDLER. I wish the Senator would comment on the
figures to-morrow.

The statement submitted by Mr. TiLLMAN is as follows:

Estimated cost of proposed Government armor factory.

Buildin, Machinery,
Name of department. and founda-| furnaces, Total.
tions. stacks, etc.

Open-hearth department ............ §210,308.70 | £351,510.35 |  §541,918.05
Forging and cementing shop . .| 186,630.74 | 1,871,607.20 | 1,558,237, 04
Bending and tempering shop. 85,4045 300, 544, 15 446, 038, 90
Machine 8hopP.--.ccavececesceaan 140,577.35 |  460,073.98 600, 651. 33
Erecting shop ____ccoeeeeeoaao 67,761.78 28, 700,00 M, 461.78
Boiler house. ........ 44, 074.60 5, 500, 00 119, 574. 60
Power plant..... 31, 258.80 103, 400. 00 134, 658, 80
Blacksmith shop ... 13, 070,89 19,341.10 32,411.99
Locomotive house . 6,804.13 415.00 7,4219.13
Carpenter shop .... 5, 467.83 3,219,00 8, 686, 83
Office building . ....... 15,000.00 |.uneean.nen... 15, 000, DO
Chemical laboratory . 8, 000,00 18, 000, 00 25, 000, 00
Physical lxburatorg ............ 6, 000.00 27,000.00 &3, 000. 00
road tracks and equipment R TUR R R SRS 88, 642. 76
Latrines . - o ocem oo innanniana- i 1L, 112,00 |aemmnenmeas 11,112.00
‘Water supply, sewerage, ete......... 83, 208.00 |:oaasaiianies 33, 208,00
7 e Al el T ] 040,502.33 | 2,7v8,310.78 | 8,747,912.11

Mr. HALE, If the Senator from New Hampshire will allow
me, as the Senator from South Carolina, who has led the debate
on that side of the question, is obliged to leave town, I shall not,
of course, ask that the matter be closed to-night, as I had hoped
to have done, Does the Senator prefer that the discussion shall
now be su%ended in order that he may listen to it to-morrow?

Mr, TILLMAN. I would not undertake to take the Senator
from New Hampshire off his feet. He is in one of the most bril-
liant and effective speeches I have ever listened to from him.

Mr. CHANDLER. Iam much obliged to the Senator.

My, TILLMAN. And Senators are for the first time to-day in
their seats and are taking some interest in the question of armor
plate. I certainly would not undertake to stop his speech. I
want him to go on, and I think he can convert the whole Senate,
so that in the morning the Senator from Maine himself will give
up the conyictions he had and vote with us.

Mr, HALE., At the end of the most interesting remarks of the
Senator from New Hampshire I will ask that the Senate adjourn;
and I shall try to call the bill up at the end of the routine morn-
ing business to-morrow.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, as is nsually the case when
I do wish,
if I can, to drive away the atmosphere of impossibility with which
naval officers and others have endeavored to envelop this subject.
I know of no way in which we can control the price of armor
"plate except by building an armor factory. I have very reluc-

tantly come to this conclusion, I had supposed that the armor-
late makers would give reasonable terms to the Government,
ey have not done so, and I have been growing strong in the
conviction as other Senators have been growing strong in the con-
vietion for the last two or three years that if we are to build
armored battle ships in the future of this country we need an
armor-plate factory just as much as we need navy-yards, so that
we can hold over the builders of ships and the bunilders of ma-
chinery tin this conntry the possibility of consfruction by the Gov-
ernmendt.

I have not been and am not now an advocate of building the
hulls or the machinery of naval vessels in the navy-yards, but
I should be very unwilling to blot our navy-yards out of existence,
If we were to do it, the cost of naval engines and of all ships would
be doubled upon us; and whenever anyone should say anything
in favor of economy in naval construction and should vote to re-

-fuse to submit to the unjust demands of the combined ship-
builders of the country, he would be called unpatriotic and wonld
be accused of neglecting the true interests of the United States.
So, Mr. President, as the navy-yards are a protection against any

extortion on the part of the shipbuilders, the armor plant which
we will establish, if wise counsels prevail, will be a protection
against any extortion on the part of these two combined manu-
facturers of armor plate.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, unless the Senator from Maine
desires, I shall prefer not to go on to-night. I will be guided by
his wishes, .

Mr. HALE. On the intimation that I gave to the Senator from
South Carolina that I would not seek to go on affer ths Senator
from New Hampshire has concluded his remarks, 1 will. with the
leave of the Senator from Massachusetts, he holding the floor,

move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive
business. - g v R
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator withhold his
motion for a few moments?

Mr. HALE. Certainly. .

Mr. LODGE subsequently said: I desire to make aninquiry, I
should like to ask if it was understood that I had the floor on the
naval bill when it was laid aside?

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senator from Maine stated
that the Senator from Massachusetts had the floor. The Chair
will recognize the Senator from Massachusetts immediately after
g;e routine business to-morrow when the bill is laid before the

nate.

Mr. CHANDLER. Idonot understand that any Senator can
hold the floor over night.

Mr. LODGE. That is constantly done. I simply wish to un-
derstand if T am entitled to the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will recognize the
Senator from Massachusetts to-morrow.

MARGARET H. KENT, “*

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the United States; which
was read: a
To the Senate of the United States:

In compliance with a resolution of the Senate of the Tth instant (the House
of Representatives concurring), [ return herewith the bill of the Senate
numbered 2332, entitled “An act granting an increase of pension to Margaret

H. Kent.”
WILLIAM McKINLEY.

ExecuTIVE MANsION, May 9, 1990.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr, President, as I understand the matter,
the beneficiary under this bill is dead. I move that the votes of
the Senate whereby the bill was ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed be reconsidered.

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. .

Mrd GALLINGER. Imove that the bill be indefinitely post-
poned. :

The motion was agreed to.

STATUE OF HENRY WADSWORTH LONGFELLOW,

Mr. HOAR. I ask unanimous consent for the present considet-
ation of Senate joint resolution No. 48, providing for the selection
of a site for a statune in honor of Henry W. Longfellow. I am
requested by the chairman of the Committee on the Library, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. WETMORE], to call up the joint
resolution, as he is obliged to be away.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution (8. R. 48) direct-
ing the selection of a site for the erection of a bronze statue in
Washington, D. C., in honor of the late Henry Wadsworth Long-
fellow, which had been reported from the Committee on the Li-
brary with an amendment, to strike ouf all after the enaciing
clause and insert:

Th tary of War, the office f public buil and
Egn;:%at,ﬁzg?hr:chziymen of the Semtgi:nghﬁgg:eocgmmittees g:jlnga Li-

ry are hereby appointed as a commission to select a site upon property
belogging to the lﬁged Btates in the city of W ton, other 1:han the

Capitol or Libra fg:nds. for the erection of a statue in bronze of the late
ms_r ‘:’i'adswo gfellow, to be provided by the Longfellow Memorial
ia

on.

SEC. 2. That for the preparation of the site so selected and the erection of
a pedestal upon which to place said statue, and the reasonable expense of
superintendence and inspection of the same, under the direction of the officer
in charge of public buildings and grounds, the sum of $4,000, or so much
thereof as may ba necessary, is hereby appropriated, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.

The amendment was agreed to.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, and
the amendment was concurred in.

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A joint resolution "au-
thorizing the selection of a site and the erection of a pedestal for
a bronze statne in Washington, D. C., in honor of the late Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow.”

EXECUTIVE BESSION,

Mr. HALE. Imove that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of executive business.
~ The motion was agreed to; and the Senafe proceeded to the con-
gideration of executive business. After seven minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock and
15 minutes p. m,) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs-
day, May 10, 1900, at 12 o’clock m. ]

NOMINATIONS.
Executive nominalions received by the Senate May 9, 1900.
APPOINTMENT IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY.
5 Forty-sixth Infantry.
Sergt, Maj. William H, Clendenin, Forty-sixth Infantry, United
States Volunteers, to be gecond lieutenant, May 8, 1900, vice Kava-
nagh, promoted,

- PROMOTION IN THE NAVY,
Lieut. (Junior Grade) Jay H. Sypher, to be a lieutenant in the
Navy, from the 11th day of January, 1900, vice Lient, Reynold T,
Hall, promoted.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 9, 1900,
CONSUL-GENERAL.

E. C. Bellows, of Washington, to be consul-general of the United

States at Yokohama, Japan.
CONSUL,

Henry Bordewich, of Minnesota, now consul of the United
States at Christiania, Norway, to be consul-general of the United
States at that place, to take effect July 1, 1900,

GOVERNOR OF HAWAIL

Sanford B. Dole, of Hawaii, to be governor of the Territory of
Hawaii, an original appointment under the provisions of the act
of Congress entitled ‘‘An act to provide a government for the
Territory of Hawaii,” approved April 30, 1900,

SECRETARY OF HAWAIL

Henry E. Cooper, of Hawaii, to be secretary of the Territory of
Hawaii, an original appointment under the provisions of the act
of Congress entitled ‘**An act to provide a government for the
Territory of Hawaii,” approved April 30, 1900,

POSTMASTERS,

John M. Oat, to be postimaster at Honolulu, Territory of Hawaii.

Harry S. Edwards, to be postmaster at Macon, in the county of
Bibb and State of Georgia. !

Daniel Williaws, to' be postmaster at Sharon, in the county of
Mercer and State of Pennsylvania,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
2 WEDNESDAY, May 9, 1900,

The House met at 12 o'clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev.
HEexryY N. Coupex, D. D.

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

The SPEAKER., The Chair lays before the House joint resolu-
tion 198, providing for the printing and distribution of the gen-
eral report of the expedition of the steamer Fishhawk to Porto
Rico, including the chapter relating to the fish and fisheries of
Porto Rico, as contained in the Fish Commission Bulletin for 1900,
withtBSenate amendments, and the Clerk will report the amend-
ments.

The Clerk read the amendments, s

Mr. HEATWOLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Printing, I move to concur in the Senate amendments.

The Senate amendments were concurred in.

On motion of Mr. HEATWOLE, a motion to reconsider the last
vote was laid on the table,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,
A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks, an-

| nounced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill of

the following title:

H. R. 9496. An act fo provide for the disposal of Fort Buford
abandoned military reservation, in the States of North Dakota and
Montana.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills
and joint resolutions of the following titles; in which the concur-
rencesof the House was requested:

*S. R, 121, Joint resolution for the appointment of first lieuten-
ants of volunteers in the Signal Corps of the Army;

8. 2245. An act directing the issue of a duplicate of a lost check
drawn by William H. O. Comegys, major and paymaster, United
States Army, in favor of George P, White;

S. 323. An act granting homesteaders on abandoned military
reservations the right to enter one quarter section of public land
on said reservations as pasture or grazing land;

S. 4462, An act to amend an'act entitled *“An act making ap-
propriations for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian
Department, and for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various
Indian tribes for the fiscal year ending June 30,1897, and for other
pugpoggs,lappmved June 10, 1896; : '

. 124, An act regulating permits for private conduits in the
District of Columbia; g . 3

S. R. 107. Joint resolution to provide for a survey of the Illi-
nois River; - -

S. 2729, An act granting a pension to Eliza L. Reese; and

S. 4500. An act declaring the city of Everett, Wash., to be a
port of entry in the Puget Sound customs collection district.
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The message also announced that the Senate had passed the fol-
lowing concurrent resolutions; in which the concurrence of the
House was requested:

Senate concurrent resolution 50:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That
there be printed and bound of the p ings in Congress upon the accept-
auce of the statue of the late Oliver P. Morton, presented by the State of In-
diana, 18,500 copies, of which 5,000 shall be for the use of the Senate, 10,000 for
the use of the House of Representatives, and the remaining 1,500 shalil be for
use and distribution by the g;:vemur of Indiana; and the Secretary of the

is hereby directed to have printed an engraving of said statue to

accom sald proceedings, said engraving to be paid for out of the appro-
prhtig’:?gr the Bnraa.n ot%ngraving and Igdntingm B

Also:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That there
be printed and bound in cloth 8000 extra copies of the report of the Com-
missioner of Labor on hand and machine labor, known as his ** Thirteenth
Annual Report,” of which 5,000 shall be for tbe use of the Department of La-

ber, 1,000 copies for the use of the Senate, and 2,000 copies for the use of the
House of Representatives.

Also:

Resolved by the Senale (the House of Representatives concurring), That the
Becretary of War be directed to canse a survey to be made and an estima:
submitted of the cost of dredging and otherwise imprm‘ir‘lg theColorado
River between El Dorado Can and Rioville, Nev., with a view to the ex-
tension of navigation on said river to Rioville,

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the
amendments of the House of Representatives to Senate concurrent
resolution 36:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Re{yruentaﬁtmcanmrring , Thatthere
be printed 9.000 copies of the work entitled The Louisiana Purchase, by the
honorable Commissioner of the General Land Office of the United States;
8,000 copies for the use of the Senate and 6,000 copies for the use of the House
of Representatives.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 1477)
amending sections 2 and 3 of an act entitled ‘*An act granting
pensions to soldiers and sailors who are incapacitated for the per-
formance of manual labor, and providing for pensions to widows,
minor children, and dependent nts,” approved June 27, 1890,

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the
reports of the committees of conference on the disagreeing votes

- of the two Houses on the amendments of the House to bills of th
following titles: g

S. 1906. An act,granting an increase of pension to Agnes K.
Capron; and

S.1905. Anact granting an increase of pension to Lillian Capron.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED,

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills and joint resolution of
the following titles were taken from the Speaker's table and re-
ferred to their appropriate committees as indicated below:

S. 2245. An act directing the issue of a duplicate of a lost check
drawn by William H. O, Comegys, major and paymaster, United
States Army, in favor of George P, White—to the Committee on
Claims.

8. 823. An act granting homesteaders on abandoned military
reservations the right to enter one quarter section of public land
on said reservations as pasture or grazing land—to the Committee
on Public Lands.

S. 4462, An act to amend an act entitled ‘“An act making ap-

ropriations for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian
Bepartment and for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various In-
dian tribes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1807, and for other
‘purposes,” approved June 10, 1896—to the Committee on Indian
Affairs, -

S. 124, An act regl:da.tir:lgi:l permits for private conduits in the
1I)iab:i«:i: of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of Co-

nmbia.

8. R. 107. Joint resolution to provide for a survey of the Illinois
River—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

8. 2729, Anact granting a pension to Eliza L. Reese—to the

Committee on Pensions, ' g i »

8. 4509. An act declaring the city of Everett, Wash., to be a
port of entry in the Puget Sound customs collection district—to
the Committee on Ways and Means. > :

8. 4291, An act to constitute Durham, N. C., a port of delivery
in the cnstoms collection district of Pamlico, and to extend the

rivileges of the seventh section of the act of Congress approved
nune 10, 1880, tosaid port—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Senate concurrent resolution No. 50: *

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concwrring), That there
be printed and bound of the gs in Congress upon the acceptance of
the statue of the late Oliver P. Morton, presented by the State of Indiana,

ies, of which 5,000 shall be for the use of the SBenate, 10,000 for the use
ouse of Representatives, and the remaining 1.500 ghall be for use and
bution by the governor of Indiana; and the Becretary of the Treasury
. is hereby directed to have printed an engraving of said statue to accompany

gaid proceedings, said engraving to be paid for out of the appropriation for
the lEu.run of Ezmving and Printing—

to the Committee on Printing.
Senate concurrent resolution No. 52:

: Resolved by the Senate (the Houseo Rgﬁmhﬁuwomﬁn , That there
bep;'lntod‘?ndboundincloth&m{u oopl:eadtheraparg) the Com-

missioner of Labor on hand and machine labor, known as his “ Thkirteenth
Annual Report,” of which 5,000 shall be for the use of the Department of
Labor, 100 copies for the use of the SBenate, and 2,000 copies for the use of
House of Representatives—

to the Committee on Printing.
Senate concurrent resolution No. 55:

Eesolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That the
Secretary of War be directed to cause a survey to be made and an estimate
snbmitted of the cost of dredging and otherwise improving the Colorado
River between El Dorado Canyon and Rioyille, Nev., with a view to the ex-
tension of navigation on said river to Rioville—

To the Committee on
S. R. 121, Joint resolution for the appointment of first lienten-
ants of volunteers in the Signal Corps of the Army—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED,
The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill of
the following title:
.8, 1477, An act*in amendment of sections 2 and 3 of an act en-
titled “ An act granting pensions to soldiers and sailors who are

te | incapacitated for the performance of manual labor, and providing

for pensions to widows, minor children, and dependent parents,”
approved June 27, 1890, '

ELECTION CASE OF PEARSON AGAINST CRAWFORD,

Mr. ROBERTS., Mr. Speaker, I call up the contested-election
case of Pearson against Crawford.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts calls up
the contested-election case of Pearson against Crawford, and the
Clerk will report the resolutions. '

The Clerk read as follows:

Tesolved. That William T. Crawford was not elected a Representative to
the Fifty-sixth Congress from the Ninth distriet of North Carclina, and is
not entitled to a seat therein; and

Resolved, That ‘Richmond Pearson was elected a Representative to the
Fifty-sixth Congress from the Ninth district of North Carolins, and is
entitled to the seat. .

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the resolutions
reported by the minority be read. . :

* The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolutions sub-
mitted by the minority.

The Clerk read as follows: 3

Resolved, That Richmond Pearson was not elected a Representative from
the Ninth district of North Carolina to the Fifty-sixth Congress.

Resolved, That William T. Crawford was duly elected, and is entitled to
retain his seat.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the debate close at 5 o'clock to-day, the vote to be taken immedi-
ately after the reading of the Journal to-morrow, at which time
the resolution and the substitute offered by the minority shall be
considered mﬁﬁndin% and the previous question orderecf thereon.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks that
debate close at 5 o'clock to-day and a vote be taken immediately
after the approval of the Journal to-morrow, the resolutions of
the majority and those of the minority be considered as pending,
with the previous question ordered thereon.

Mr. ROBERTS. While on this point, Mr. Speaker, before any
gentleman may offer an objection, I desire to state a proposition
which I am prepared to carry out and which I think will enable
the gentlemen upon the opposite side to conclude their remurks
on this case to-day. . .

I shall, Mr. Speaker, before proceeding to argue the merits of
the case, move to strike out from the report of the majority on
the sixteenth page the words ‘‘reject, Asheville 163,” and deduct
163 votes from the total, 818, given to the contestant in that
majority report.

1 shall do this because it has come to me from several sources
that many members of this House believe it is necessary to reject
thé voteof Asheville in order to seat the contestant. 1t isnotnec-
essary, Mr. Speaker, to reject that vote in order to seat the con-
testant as yon will see the contestant will have 155 plurality left
after leaving out the voteof Asheville, 1Ishall make the motion at
the further earnest request of the contestant himself and of my
colleague from North Carolina ? udge LINNEY], and with the
view, Mr. Speaker, of confining the debate on this case to the
essential points in it, that the time of this House may not be un-
duly wasted in discussing matters that are not essential to the de-
termination of the case.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? _

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Mr. 8 er, I would like to be heard
a moment. I am glad to see that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. ROBERTS] is be;iinning to see the handwriting on
the wall, and beginning to realize that there is more in this case
than he started out with. That is not the only vulnerable point
in the gentleman’s report. There are others that can not be dis-
cussed in an hour. ere are others in this House which will
drive him and the gentleman signing the report with him to re-
cede from. I can not therefore consent. - :

Here is involved a right of election in an entire Congressional

»
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district. Charges aremade of bribery; charges are made of open
violence; charges are made of corruption at the ballot box. I1f
these charges are true, this House ought to know it, and gentle-
men ought to have sufficient time to discuss it and make it plain.
‘We think it is not sufficient time on either side, and we not only
ask for the full time, but ask members of that side of the House
to stay and hear the discussion in this case, and we will under-
take to convince them that it is not true.

Now, Mr, Speaker, the custom has been for two days. We
have arranged on this side for four hours’ debate, and we can not
agree to any arrangement that gives this side of the House less
than four hours.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made by the gentleman from

Indiana.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, in compliance with the notice I
gave a moment ago, I now move to strike out of the report of the
majority, on page 16, the words *‘ reject Asheville, 163, and deduct
163 from the total of 318, so that the true plurality for contestant
shall show as 155 votes.

Mr. RICHARDSON, Irise to a point of order. I donof un-
derstand that it is in order to move to strike out anything in the

report. :
;I)‘ohe SPEAKER. The point of order is made that it is notin
order to move to strike ont a part of the report. The Chair will
hear the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ROBERTS] in sup-
port of his motion, if he has any authorities to submit.
Mr. ROBERTS. Ihave no authority at hand fo submitin sup-
rt of this motion and against the point of order; but I appre-
end, after conversation with some of the older members of the
House—shrewd parliamentarians—that such a motion coming
* from a member of the committee making the report is in order.
I will, of course, abide the decision of the Chair on the point.
Mr, RICHARDSON, Mr. Speaker, the report is simply the ar-
ent of the gentlemen who make the report. It is not before
the Honse for legislation. It is not to be enacted. We do not
vote on the report. The House votes on the resolutions. I sub-
mit this is a most nunusual motion—to move tostrike out an argu-
ment which a gentleman has made in support of a resolution.
The gentleman need not make the argnment; but he certainly can
not move to amend by a formal vote of the House an ar ent
which some gentleman has submitted in behalf of the resolutions

of the ma, cKi]ti-y.

The SP]% ER. The Chair sustains the point of order. y

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Speaker, before entering upon the merits
of this case, I propose to devote a few moments to a consideration
of the conditions— y

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Before the discussion begins, I ask
unanimouns consent that we be permitted on this side to occupy
four hours in the discussion.

The SPEAKER, Does the gentleman from Massachusetts yield
for this request for nnanimous consent?

Mr. ROBERTS. Idonot. I will, however—

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unanimous
consent that four hours for discussion be allotted to the side of
the House defending Mr, Crawford’s right to the seat.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. To each side, if the gentleman prefers
that proposition.

Mr. ROBERTS. Ido nofagree to the request of the gentle-

man——
The SPEAKER. Objection is made, Thegentleman will pro-

ceed.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, before entering upon the merits
of this case, I propose to devote a brief moment or two to a review
of the general conditions in the State of North Carolina preceding
and during the campaign of 1898, when the frauds, irregularities,
and illegalities which are complained of by the contestant in this
case arose. ,

There never has been any real danger of negro supremacy in
North Carolina during the last twenty-five years; yet the cam-
paign of 1898 in that State was waged on that issue. Why was it
waged on that issue? Why should any political party in a State
like North Carolina, where, according to the last census, the negro
population is barely one-third of the total—in other words, where
there are two white men to every colored man; a condition of
affairs which should not alarm the most timid citizen—why, with
those conditions existing, shonld the guestion of negro supremacy
be raised and made a political issue? Do my friends on the other
side deny that such was the issue in the State of North Carolina
in 18987 1If so, I desire to read from the Wilmington Messenger
of October 5, 1898. 1 have the paper itself here in the bound evi-
dence in the case; but for convenience I will read from a smaller

book.

The Wilmington Messenger of October 5, 1898, reports Hon, A.
M. Waddell, one of the prominent men of that State, as saying—
the report is under this caption:

Bizzling talk—Most remarkable ‘h by Hon. A. M. Waddell—This pa-
triotic Carolinian utters the slogan of the campaign.

XXXIIT—334

I now read from the article:

And now the almost unanimouns belief, even among those who instigated
it, is that the greatest crime that has ever been perpetrated against madern
civilization was the investment of the negro with the ri_ght. of suffrage.

Again he says:

There is with the people of eastern North Carolina no question of gold or
silver or tariff or the !Iie, and still less any question of mere local and fac-
tional politice. The man who would even for a moment inject such an issue
into the contest is both a fool and an enemy of society.

And again:

You may devise 10,000 remedies and think they will be effective, but I
tell yon, atter considering this subject for years, that there is but one—it
includes all others—and that is to make it impossible for a negro ever to hold
office in this Btate. Let them understand once for all that we will have
no more of the intolerable conditions under which we live. We are resolved
to change them if we have to choke the current of the Cape Fear with
CAICASSeS,

That, Mr, Speaker, is well called *“the slogan of the Democratic
campaign ” in North Carolina in 1808.

If that was not the issue, why does Senator TILLMAN, of South
Carolina, go across the line into the State of North Carolina in this
same campaign and say to the people of North Carolina, ‘““You
are idiots if you do not stop talking and begin to shoot.”

There is no question that the race issue in that election was the
main issue of the campaign, Now, why was thatso? The answer
is not a very difficult one to find. The Republicans and Populists
combined had carried the State in the previous election of 1896.
They had entire control of the machinery of the State government.
The Democrats were on the outside and wanted to get in again if
possible,. They knew that the administration of the fusionists,
as they called them, for the two years preceding was honorable,
straightforward, and satisfactory, and, not finding any issue in
the management of the State's affairs under their control, they
had to make up an outside issne. They were therefore compelled
to resort to the only method left open to them in order to secure
the support of a certain class of the population of the State, as I
will show hereafter.

Negro supremacy was theYssue that was raised. It was raised,
I may say, not to have any particular effect upon the Congres-
sional election, because the election of Congressmen that year was
of comparatively little importance to the Democratic leaders.
That was not the purpose. The game songht was entirely differ-
ent, and the design was to secure control of the State government
for party purposes. That waswhat they wanted. That was what
they sought to secure, They therefore went into this campaign
with the cry of negro domination, knowing that that cry would
arouse all of the prejudice and hatred in the hearts of the unthink-
ing, ignorant white people of the State, The Democratsin 1598
did not consider it nearly so important to get Congressmen from
the various districts as it was to secure the control of the legisla-
ture. They wanted to get control of that legislature in order
to give them the power and influence that they could not other-
wise exercise in State affairs, They wanted the legislature; they
wanted to control the State; and they resorted to all manner of
political expedients to accomplish that purpose. They were will-
ing to secure it, according to the testimony, even if a resort to
intimidation and bloodshed were necessary.

The Democrats did not consider it in 1898 necessary to spend
their good coin of the realm in order to get Congressmen of their
own faith, They wanted the State legislature, and covered the
State with mopey and perggtrated all manner of fraud, and were
willing to exercise intimidation and shed blood, if necessary, to
accomplish their purpose.

Now, Mr. Speaker, why were they so anxious and eager fo se-
cure the control of the State legislature? I can not say; buf per-
haps the constitutional amendments which the Democratic legis-
lature formulated and have put before the people for adoption
this year—amendments which disfranchise almost every colored
voter in the State and which will disfranchise the greater part of
the uneducated white voters, who are almost exclusively Repub-
licans—1I say that perhaps these constitutional amendments and
the iniguitous law which was passed by this Democratic legisla-
ture in order to foist upon the people these amendments, may
be, and I think, perhaps, can be, the only reasonable and proper
explanation of their great desire to get control of the government of
the State fwo years ago. And it may be also that their desire to
secure absolute white supremacy, regarded by them as so impor-
tant and especially desirable in certain circles in the State, will
be found to mean a supremacy confined entirely to those who pro-
fess the Democratic faith. :

Now, Mr. Speaker, it is not to be wondered at that a campaign
waged on such issnes shonld produce some extraordinary results;
a campaign in which fraud, corruption, and bribery were ram-
pant, and in which the Co_ngraasional elections were of minor
importance as compared with the great results it was supposed
would follow from obtaining control of the State government.
It is inconceivable, sir, that in such an election as that, held
under such peculiar conditions as I have described, a Democratic
Congressman, holding the faith and professing the tenets of that
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party, should not have received in the election nnusual and per-
haps unexpected support. It can not be doubted but that a Con-
gressman running under such circumstances should have been
benefited by the work of his party, although, as I have shown,
little attention was paid to the election of Congressman.

It must be manifest that the influence which was controlling in
the election would be potent in their behalf. It may be said that
this cry of negro domination in the State did not enter materially
into the Congressional campaign in the Ninth district, but it iz as
certain as the sunrise in the morning that this influence dominated
the ballot throughout the entire State and had its effect upon the
election we are now considering, This ery of negro domination
arose in the eastern partof the State. The contestee denies that it
had anyeffect whatever upon theelectioninhisdistrict. Letmetell
you what was done in the eastern part of the State, and what
effect it had everywhere in North Carolina. Both of the United
States Senators and the governor, who had been announced to
speak at political mestings in the State, were advised that it was
better not to appear, because their presence before the voters
might lead to riot and possibly to bloodshed.

They were not allowed, therefore, to address the voters in cer-
tain sections of the State, or take part in the political debates
there, because their presence might lead to riot and bloodshed,
and the Republicans in one county had to absolutely withdraw
their ticket, Why? Because it was openly stated that if their
voters went to the polls in that county their presence wonld have
been followed by bloodshed and in all probability the greatest riot
ever known in the history of the State. :

Mr. Speaker, will any candid man say, or will it be contended
here on the floor of the House, that the influence of such proceed-
ings was not felt in all portions of that Commonwealth in the
election immediately following their commission?

If there is any question as to their immediate and disastrous
effect all over the State, I desire simply to refer to the testimony
of one of the foremost citizens and Republicans of North Caro-
lina, Senator J. C. PriTcHARD, It will be found on page 140 of
the record, and is as follows:

Q. Did the inflamma speeches of TILLMAN and others in the east and
center influence voters in the west?

({Objection by contestee on the ground that the answer must naturally be
purely one of opinion and not of a fact known to the witness.

A. Yes; unquestionably so. The results that followed in the wake of the

speeches to which you refer were more potent in influencing voters in the

west than the speeches. I am informed that as a result of the inflammato
es, a reign of terror existed throughout the counties of Richmond,
obeson, New over, and others. Republican and Populist speakers were
prevented from addressing the people, and in some instances the Republican
and Populist registrars and poll holders were driven from their homes by
threats of violence, and the Democratic papers announced daily that these
outrageous performances were necessary in order to protect the white peo-
ple of the State and Emvemt the u&rising of the negroes,

Finally the Republican ticket in the county of New Hanover was with-
drawn at the suggestion of the governor of the State in order to prevent
bloodshed and riot. He was informed by the Democratic ers that if
the Republicans persisted in keeping their ticket in the field that there would
be bloodshed, and that he would be held responsible for it. 'When it became
known that the Republicans had withdrawn their ticket in that county it
had a tendency to stampede the Republican forces thronghout the State.

It was acknowled as a quasi admission on the part of the Republican
party that we were unable to resist by force the methods that were being
gmp oyed by the Democrats for the purpose of getting control of the legis-

ure.

That was the effect of the unlawful acts in the eastern part of
the State. Those acts could have no other effect upon peaceable,
law-abiding people, whether they lived in the eastern or the west-
ern part of the State. So much for general conditions in the
State of North Carolina during that struggle of 1898,

Now for a few words concerning the origin of this contest, It
comes to this body from the Ninth Congressional district of North
Carolina, which for many miles borders on the State of South
Carolina, and it i3 not surprisinghto find that some of the repre-
ltl:iniima election methods of the latter State crop out in this dis-

CL.

The official returns of the secretary of state show for William
T. Crawford, 19,606 votes; for Richmond Pearson, 19,368 votes;
for George E. Boggs, 93 votes, making a plurality for Crawford
over Pearson of 238 votes in a total of 39,067 votes cast.

The contestee concedes a clerical error of 10 votes in Cherokee
County. A recount of the Muddy Creek precinct, in McDowell
County, shows Pearson’s vote was credited to Crawford and Craw-
ford's vote was given to Pearson, Crawford by this transposition
gaining 10votes. Theclerical error of 10 votesin Cherokee County
and the 10 votes taken from Crawferd which he gained by the
transposition in McDowell County, which may have been a clerical
mistake or which may have been fraudulent, it is not necessary
to determine which, brings the plurality of the contestee down to
?‘1118 votgs, which must be overcome in order to give the contestant

o seat.

I want right at this point to call the attention of the House to
the views of the minority in this particular. Thiigo on for thirty-
three pages raising all manner of guestions, making all manner
of statements of law and fact, yet nowhere in their views do they

allude even to the fact that 20 votes should come off from Craw-
ford’s plurality by reason of clerical error and mistakes which he
himself can not deny. I allude to that now simply to show the
fairness and the judicial state of mind with which the minority
have considered this case. I want to say also that the minority,
in summing up their case, after going into it fairly and judicially,
as they assure the House, conclude as follows: -

‘We have carefully considered this case, and are of opinion that contestee
was fairly and houastl; elected by a ority of the votes, We think the
A T R
will, in the Ninth North Carolina {m}éh g dgacingd

Nowhere in their views do they attempt to define by actual
figures the majority of votes received by contestee. They evi-
dently go on the assumption that any Democratic candidate for
office south of Mason and Dixon's line must necessarily have re-
ceived a majority of the votes cast and that it is not worth while
to count them to ascertain the exact size of the majority.

I now propose to call attention by way of comment to some of
the statements of the'minority, as set forth in their views, for the

of showing to the House the spirit with which they have
taken up the matter and the skillful,I will not say unscrupulous,
way in which they seek to hoodwink the members of this body
:;;d create in their minds a false impression as to the real facts in

e case,

I want first toread thissentence on the first page of their views,
and to impress it on the minds of the members of the House:

‘We respectfuliv submit that it is the duty of a committee a ted to
;udici.nil investigate a contested-election case to fairly state issues of

‘act and law and the substance of the evidence, so that the House may be
able to intelligently review the case.

That is very high ground indeed upon which to consider a
contested-election case, and I wish the gentlemen who put forth
that statement had maintained themselves on the high ground they
professed to occupy. I will show just a few instances wherein
they have fallen 1t. The third sentence of their views on
page 1 is a sample. They say: :

We desire in the outset to call attention of the Ha;ldse to the fact that the

%h‘i@h in question is not and never & Republican dis-

been as
ct. The district was organized in 1883, and the Democrats carried it in

1884, 1886, 1890, 1802, and 1808,
Why, Mr. Speaker, I was under the imﬁression that the very
uestion at issue here to-day is whether the Republicans or the
mocrats carried that district in 1898, and that it will not be
settled until we have voted on the resolutions now before us. Yet
this judicial and fair-minded minority make the absolute stafe-
ment that the Democrats carried the district in 1898, The very
next sentence reads:
In the second place, it must be remembered that the election of 1808 was
held under an election law by the Fusionists in 1885, which t&:vnry

precinet in the State in the control of the friends of the contestan elec-
tion board being composed of four Fusionists and two Democrats.

Mark you, the minority find and present as a fact to this House
that the election machinery in 1898 was under the control of the
friends of contestant. Why, Mr. Speaker, the contestee has made
no such claim. He has adduced no such evidence. There is not
one word of evidence in the record from contestee to bear out any
such statement.

The most the contestee has said in this respect was the state-
ment in his brief that Boggs, the Populist, was put in the running
to help Pearson; and that brings me to the consideration of the
status of this man Boggs. He was a candidate for Congress in
that district. The contestant claims he was put in there to help
Crawford. Crawford claims that he was J)ut in to help Pearson.
Now, let us see what the result of his candidacy was, Under the
election law of the State he had the right to appoint a judge and
a registrar of election in every precinct. There are 222 voting
precincts in the district. In 192 out of the 222 Boggs did not gek
a single vote; not even the vote of the two election officers he had
the right to name in the precinct. That shows conclusively that
Boggs was in the campaign to help somebody. Now, who? Well,
perhaps a reference to the record on that point may give the House
some light. I read from the testimony of James R. Love, who
was chairman of the Populist executive committee in Jackson
County, on page 62 of the record:

. Did you regard the alleged nomination of a8 binding u the
chu]ist p?arty. g: did you regard it as a scheme to aid Mr. Crawtgrd?on

The contestee objected to the question, and he answered:

Ire ed it as a scheme to aid Crawford, and the majority of the Popu-
lists of this county did, or at least they represented it to me that way.

So, Mr. Chairman, there is the only evidence in that record as
to Boggs's status—whether he was there to help Pearson or to help
Cmﬁord. Now, the House may get a little more light upon it
when I say to them that since the election in 1898 this man Boggs
has come out in the press of his own State over his own signature
?ng. declared himself to be a Democrat. So much for Boggs's atti-

ude.
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The next few lines following those last read again show how the
minority attempt to mislead the House. They say:

And the irregunlarities complained of were committed by the political friends
_.and allies of contestant, who composed a majority of the board of election.

Finding as a fact, without any testimony in the record except
what I have read, that Boggs was in the race to help Pearson and
acting in hisinterest and presenting it to this House as a fact that
the majority of the election officers were friends of Pearson. That
is the first page of the views of the minority. The second page is
given over almost entirely to quoting from the majority report
what was there said with regard to certain spurious letters which
were put forth during the campaign to injure the contestant. I
want to take just a few moments to go into these lefters. There
were some fifteen or sixteen of them in evidence. An indefinite
number was sent broadcast over some of the counties, but fifteen
or sixieen were put in evidence by the contestant. To show the
deviltry of the letters themselves, I will read just a few of them
atrandom. 1 wish tosay before reading that some of these lefters
were senf out on the official paper of the Republican county or
Congressional organization, and they had on their face every evi-
dence of being genuine and authentic. Here is one:
z . NOVEMBER 0.
Mr. T. J. FRANKLIK, Leicester, N. C.

My DEAR SiR: Please see Mr. J. E. Hall on election morning and he will
give you £10, handed him for you to use on that day. Do the best you can

with this amount and oblige.
Yours, very truly,

V. B. McGAHA,
Chatrman Republican Congressional Executive Commitiee,
Asheville, N. C.
Another one:
Mr. CLAY RANDALL, Sandy Mush, N. C.

My DEAR Bir: We look to you for good work on election day. See T.J.
Ferguson on thatday and he will hand you £4 for use for the best interests of
our ticket. Be quiet and with good work we are assured of success.

Truly, you
A I. A. HARRIS, Chairman.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman from Massachu-
getts allow me one gquestion?

Mr. ROBERTS. Oh, certainly.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, Where in the record is there any evi-
dence showing tbat these letters were not genuine?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I am glad the gentleman has
asked that. 1 might have forgotten to point it out; but I do not
think I wounld. If, however, he will be patient until I read one or
two of these letters, I will point him to the record and the evidence
in that respect. And now another one:

ASHEVILLE, N. C., November 6.

My DEAR SIR: See J. R. Brigman on election morning and get $25 handed
him for you to use on that day. Use this money quietly, and we hope for
good returns from your precinct.

Truly, RICHMOND PEARSON.
r M.

Per M

Mr. W. 8. RoBERTS, Flat Creek.

Another one:

ASHEVILLE, N. (., November 6.

DeARr Sir: Mr. J. N. Morgan will hand you $9 on the morning of the elec-
tion. Bee him, and work until sundown for our ticket. We look to Ivy for
a big majority.

Very truly,
Mr. J. M. WHITTEMORE,
Barnardsville, N. C.

And so it went on. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Indiana
has asked me where in the record is to be found any denial of the
authenticity of these letters. I take if, Mr. Speaker, that the
record of this case is made up not only upon the printed evidence
taken in North Carolina, but it is made up of oral statements
made before the committee of this House. If I am in error, I
accept correction by any gentleman here. I want to say with
regzard to the authenticity of these letters sent broadcast through-
out that district, the contestant, Mr. Pearson, in his notice of
contest, in his brief, in person before our committee, and in the
presence of the minority, denounced these letters as fraudulent,
spurious, and unauthorized.

Why. Mr, Speaker, can it be conceived that the person who
was to be injured by the circulation of such letters should have
put them ont?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman allow me an in-
terruption?

Mr. ROBERTS. Certainly.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. You do not pretend to say that Mr.
Pearson went on the witness stand and denied the authenticity
of these letters, do you?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Speaker, I do not say that Mr. Pearson
went upon the witness stand and denied the authenticity of the
letters; I say that he was before our committee. He was not
under oath, to be sure, because we do not consider it necessary
to put a gentleman under oath when he appears and argues his
own case,

Mr, RS of Indiana. Do you think that this case should be

RICHMOND PEARSON.

considered on the testimony and the record, or on the arguments
of counsel?

Mr. ROBERTS. This case must be considered upon both the
testimony and the arguments before the committee, There is no
cd;neation about that. I want to say further that there was evi-

ence denying the anthenticity of these letters.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. By one Moore, and nobody else.

Mr. ROBERTS. By one C. B. Moore.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Who denied simply as to one letter
being written by him.

Mr. ROBERTS. C. B. Moore, who was secretary of the Re-
publican committee, says on page 100:

Q. You have no personal knowledge that any of those letters were sent out
prior to the election?

A. No. I wish to state here that one of those letters bears my name as
signed in type to the end of it, and I wish to say that I never wrote it or
authorized it to be written.

These letters purported to be anthorized and to come from the
very committee of which he was secretary, and the one that bore
his name in typewriting he denies absolutely. ,Allof these letters
were of the same tenor. Why, I have them right here. Hereare
fifteenof them altogether. Iwouldlike themembersof this House,
each one, to look at these letters. which, with their envelopes, are
here, in view of what I am now about to say. The minority of the
committee, after quoting one or two of these letters, say:

There is, in the first place, absolutely no evidence that the above set out
letiers were spurious or unauthorized, or that any other letters complained
of by contestant were spnrious or nnauthorized, except one which purported
to be signed by C. B. Moore {page 100 of record).

Ignoring the statement orallymade to them by the contestant, ig-
noring the denial in his brief, which is before every member here,
ignoring his denial in the notice of the contest.

Following this, the minority say:

In the second place, there is not a scintilla of evidence that the contestee
or any suPporter of his had mnything whatever to do with the letters com-
plained of, and, in the third place, there is no evidence that a single man in
E,’?;,imri"t was influenced to vote against contestant on account of said let-

I want to call the attention of the House to the action of the
minority in willfully suppressing the evidence that is before this
body and which they might have found by alittlediligence. This
is the minority who say that it is their duty to fairly state the
issues and facts and the substance of the evidence. Let us see
what the evidence is in regard to this.

Among these letters which I have here there is one signed by
‘W. H. Deaver with a pen, in which he applies to the captain of
the Capitol police at Washington for a pesition on the police foree
here. By turning to the testimony of Marcus Erwin, we find that
Marcus Erwin admits writing on his typewriter that letter signed
‘th Deaver. B tnminﬁ to the evidence of C. B. Moore, who
claims knowledge of and familiarity with different kinds of type-
writers, we find him saying that the letters signed in typewriter,
all those that are in here, and the letter signed by Deaver, are in
the same character and style of type, and exactly the same ink,
and to all intents and purposes came from the same machine,

Now, the minority say that the authenticity of these letters is
not traced to any friend or supporter of the contestee. Who was
Marcus Erwin? Secretary of the executive committee of the
Ninth Congressional Democratic campaign committee of North
Carolina. hy, Mr, Speaker, when the minority say there is not
a scintilla of evidence in the case, they, as lawyers, know what
that means. The absence of a scintilla of evidence means there
was absolutely no evidence whatever on the point at issue. Mr,
Speaker, while this case was being considered by the Committee

on Elections a man over in the city of New York was condemned-

to the electric chair at Sing Sing on circumstantial evidence no
stronger than this, which points the authorship of these letters
to Marcus Erwin, who was the supporter of the contestee, And
yet the minority tell this House there is not a scintilla of evidence
on the &uestion.

Mr. KITCHIN. Would it interrupt the gentleman if I puta
question right on that point?

Mr. ROBERTS. No.

Mr. KITCHIN. AsIunderstand theargument, Mr, Erwin had
a machine like that in his office and used it, and that it was the
same character of type. Now, is not the gentleman aware that
C. B. Moore, whom he has just been quoting from, who was sec-
retary of the Republican committee, stated that he had a machine
just like that in his office at that time? On page 100 is it not ad-
mitted that the secretary of the Republican committee had a ma-
chine of exactly the same character?

Mr. ROBERTS. I want to call the attention of the gentleman
from North Carolina to a fact that he seems to have forgotten—
that Moore, who had a machine like that, denied writing these
spurious letters,

Mr. KITCHIN. He only denied writing one letter.

Mr, ROBERTS. He denied writing the others; never knew any-
thing about them; never saw them; never authorized them,
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Mr. KITCHIN. You will find no denial of anything except
that one letter,

Mr. ROBERTS., Now, Mr. Speaker, continuing with these
views of the minority—and I cite this to show how unfair they
have been with this House on another point in giving what pur-
ports to be the substance of the evidence—to prove that no one
was influenced by these fraudulent letters they cite the testimony
of George Whittemore, jr., who, being put on the stand by the
contestant, testified on cross-examination as follows:

. Did you vote for him (Mr, Crawford) because of a letter—that letter

Q
that Mr. J. M. Whittemore got—purporting to have come from Mr, Pearson?
A, 1 did not.

They do not say anything to this House about the questions and
answers immediately following the question and answer they have
quoted. I am going to read them, in order that this House may
see how the minority have tried to cover up and conceal from this
House a fair statement of the law and the evidence. Continuing
right after the question and answer I have read comes the follow-
ing testimony:

2: Did you see or know of that letter before you cast your ballot?

I conld not tall.
2. %tm were a Republican, were you not?
. Yes.
g. ‘What made you vote for Crawford?
. Ihad had a talk with Manney.
2: Did Manney persuade you to vote for Crawford?
He rather forced me intoit.
Y gk Sy ‘°’°°t§§§§ d I couldn’t pay it.
. By having a mor on me, and I couldn’t pay i

3. ‘What did he do or say that forced gaon to vote for Crawford?

. He told me it I didn’t right then that he would close out his mortgage,
and I had no way at all of paying it at that time.

Q. And you voted for Crawford to get time on the Manney mor|

A. He told me that he would give it up, and be even, if I wo
agreed to it.

Cross-examination by CONTESTEE:

g. Did you take an oath to support the Constitution of the United States
and the constitution and laws of North Carolina when you registered asa
o

voter? .
A. I think that I registered that way.
Q. Eo you knowingly committed perjury, and received a bribe for your
tei

?
,and I

((fontestant objects as unlair to the witness.)
A, l];.eing poor, and having orphan, motherless children, I could not help
myself.,
Q. What was the amount of the Manney mortgage?
A. give dollaﬂ's. chvdid is . 4
. How much property you have mortgaged?
2. 1 think it was & small little heifer and a little pig.

Mark you, after quoting the one question and answer of this
witness, ignoring the questions and answers I have just read, this
minority—this judicial, fair-minded body of men, who say it is
their duty to state the substance of the evidence fairly to this
House—say this:

As to intimidation, the evidence shows that not a single voter in the district

was intimidated to vote for the contestee or to refrain from voting for the

Ocﬁsete?mnﬁ. and that the campaign and election were quiet, peaceable, and
rly.

“A free ballot and a fair count!” Why, Mr. Speaker, the trans-
action which I have just read from the evidence of George Whit-
temore, jr., was both bribery and intimidation. He was forced
gy reason of his poverty to do an act which he did not want to do.

e

t this minority tells you there was not a single voter intimi- |

dated in the whole district!

One-half of the next page is devoted by the minority to discuss-
ing and trying to prove what the majority have never undertaken
to dispute—that the election among the Indians was peaceable and
orderly. The minority do not attempt to say to this House that
the majority have undertaken to show that the election among
the Indians was not peaceable and orderly. They go back to the
contestant's notice of contest and lug that in for the purpose of
knocking down a straw man, I

Just one other point, and then I am done with this portion of
the case. Themajority.in theirreport,insetting forth the grounds
of the contest, used this language:

in hi hat man rious, false, and
m%oélutf:g%gtm;}::iihmcggﬁmm ]i!': ‘l;:ltége a%;t&ghad “Fersguﬁmu. u?abed in the
district in the interest of contestee and to the injury of contestant; that man¥
Republicans were intimidated and others bribed to abstain from voting; tha
the campaign, waged solely on the race issue, with intense bitterness—

This is what I want to call particular attention to—

culminated in the lynching of a negro on the night before election, and
that the leaders in the lynching were the chief participants in a bloody politi-
cal riot on election day.

That, Mr. Speaker, was all that the majority in their report had
to say with regard to the Iynchinf of the negro Mosely. We did
notin making up our report consider whateffect, if any, that lynch-
ing had upon the election. We did not go into the question as to
whether ornotit had political significance. Weignoredit. Now,
what have the minority done? The lynching of the negro was not
a factor in the majority report. It was not alinded to, except in
less than four lines necessary to include it as one of the grounds
of the original contest. .

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. If it will not confuse the gentleman, 1

wish he would read those four lines. They are on the third page,
gegl:lm_ing with the words ** It is impossible for the committee to
e e..) i

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman has made any point in his
question or remark, I am so dense I do nof see it. !

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman permit me {o read
those four lires and let the House see whether I am as dense as
the gentleman?

Mr. ROBERTS, If thegentleman will pardon me, I will exhibit
my own density to the House for his satisfaction, and will read
myself what is alluded to, which I understand to be this:

It is impossible for the committee to define the scope or to estimate the
effect, in precise words or figures of arithmetie, of the influence of intimida-
tion, of the circulation of these letters, of the bribing of Republicans to stay
away from the polls, and of mob violence on the night preceding and on the
day of election.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Now, if the gentleman does no! refer
to the mob on the night of election, what does he refer to?

Mr. ROBERTS., What is the point of the gentleman’s remark? -
I have stated that we do not take it info consideration in making
up our report, and that bears me out. Itissostated in the report.
‘We do not take it into consideration because we could not, under
the circumstances, attach proper value to it, and it was not neces-
sary to a determination of the case, There were other gronnds
more direct, the result of which we could see, to which we could
attach value, on which we based our report. So we did not go
into what we considered side issues. But what do the minority
do? They take 63 pages of their views, 6} of the 33 pages. and
devote it to argument and evidence on that question of lynching,
They bring out all the evidence; they bring out interviews with
people as to the effect of the lynching; they make comparisons of
votes to show it had no effect; and then—and here is why I am
referring to this—after spending six and a half pagesof their val-
uable brief, they say this:

In view of the foregoing testimony we are at a loss tosee why the majerity
shounld have dragged this unfortunate occurrence into this contest,

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Now, will the gentleman allow me?

Mr, ROBERTS. Now, Mr, Speaker, who dragged this into the
contest? Who has given up valuable s;ﬁace in report or views to
setting it out? The majority were willing to drop it by merely
referring to it as one of the grounds of contest.

%.QMIERS of Indiana, ill you allow me a question at this

Ine:

Mr. ROBERTS. Cert;aalil;'ull%.J

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. en, do T understand you to abandon
now, once and for all, that feature, and say that the mobbing of
negroes the night before the election had no effect on the election?
Is that your petition?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman so understands
me he misunderstands me. I have nof said that we abandon it.
I have said we do not take it into account in deciding the case.
While we believe there may have been some weight attached to
it, we do not attempt to weigh its value. We do not waste time
on such things on our side of the case. We tried to confine onr-
selves to those that are material and which he who runs may read
and know the value thereof.

Mr. Speaker, we now come down to some of the real, important
issues in this contest. The first one I shall discuss is the action of
the committee with regard to South Waynesville, and in discuss-
ing this I will say incidentally that much will be said that will
have reference to the action of the committee on the Montezuma
precinet and on the Marble precinct as well.

In Sonth Waynesville it was charged that the ballot box was
not examined before the polls were opened and the balloting be-
gan, as is required by the laws of North Carolina, It is further
charged that when the balloting had closed and they were count-
ing out or about to count ont, it was discovered that there were
several hundred ballots in that box which had no right to be
there, It is further charged that the man who counted out the

{ ballots in that box was a mere usurper, not an election officer

under the laws of the State; that he had no right whatever to
count or to touch those ballots. It was further alleged against
this precinct that there was defective registration, fatally defective
under the laws of North Carolina, which, had there been no other
complaint at all against the box, would have caused it to be thrown
out,

I do not propose to take much time with regard to the old bal-
lots and the usurper who was counting them, but I will say this:
There is no gquestion on the evidence that there were more ballots
in that box than belonged there. There is a serious dispute be-
tween the witnesses on either side as to the nature and character
of the extra ballots. There is alsoserious dispute as to when those
spurious ballots were discovered in that box. There is also dis-
pute as to whether or not the ballots cast in 1808 were properly
removed from what were alleged to have been the countv ballots
of 1896. I want to call the attention of the House to this one fa
which is pregnant in this case, That ballot box was not ope
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before the balloting began, as the law direéts. There was no evi-
dence that more ballots were put into it while the voting was in
progress than there were lawful voters to cast ballots; so the box
was not stuffed while the balloting was going on. There is no
evidence, and there can be noevidence from the nature of the case,
as to what ballots really were in the box at the opening of the
polls. Witnesses for contestant, who stood about and saw this
man Stringfield, the usurper, counting out and handling the bal-
lots, state positively that the extra ballots in the bottom of the
box were old Congressional ballots of 1896,

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. County tickets.

Mr. ROBERTS. The witnesses whostood about and sawString-
field take those ballots out testify, at least one of tem, that they
were Congressional ticketsof 1896. One of the witnesses saw Pear-
son's name on some of the tickets that were taken ouf, which
Stringfield, the usurper, says were county tickets of 1896,

Now, let us see. Stringfield says, ‘I was sworn in as a clerk
of election.”

Mr. Speaker, the law of North Carolina does not recognize a
clerk of election. No such official is known tothelaw. The onl
election officers known are those provided for in the statute, whic
are a judge of election and a registrar—two, not three. No clerk
whatever is authorized. He was simply sworn in as a clerk.
Some one was called away in the course of the day, He, accord-
ing to the story of some, was asked to proceed, and he did, either
as a judge or registrar, taking an active part in the election all
the rest of the day, and he counted out the ballotsin the Congres-
sional box.

The law of North Carolina says that every person who acts as
an election officer shall take a certain prescribed oath, and that
that oath shall be filed with the clerk of the county. Nowhere in
this record is it claimed that this man Stringfield ever took that
oath or that it was ever filed with the proper custodian thereof.
When Stringfield was counting out the ballots, this is his story—

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, DarzeLL), The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask the consent of the House
to be allowed to finish my remarks within the time on our side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts asks unanimous consent that he be permitted to conclude his
remarks. Is there objection?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. I shounld like to inquire at this point,
reserving the right to object, if we may not at this point agree to
four hours’ discussion on a side? Then there will no trouble
about this matter.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, however much I would like to
oblige the gentleman from Indiana, I do not feel that the time of
the House should be so prolonged as to give eight hours’ discussion
in this case, and I do not feel that I can agree. As I said to the
gentleman earlier in the day, if he will agree that the discussion
may run until 1 o'clock to-morrow, or even until 2 o'clock to-
morrow, the time to be evenly divided between both sides and the
previous question then to be considered as ordered, with both
resolutions pending, I will agree to that. That will give sub-
stantially three hours on a side.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Iwill sayto the gentlemanvery frankly
that we have arranged that I shall make the first argument, Mr.
KiTcHIN the next, and Mr, CRAwroRD the third, and the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. RopErTs] has demonstrated the
fact that a man can not cover this case in an hour. We want
gimply an hour and twenty minutes each, in order that we may
cover the case, Itseems tome thatthe gentleman has thoronghly
demonstrated that that much time is necessary, and that we ought

to be allowed that much time. If the gentleman does not agree,

to that, I shall make no objection to his request for the extension
of his own time, but will take the opportunity to renewthe request
when we come to our side of the case. This casecan not be prop-
erly covered in an hour, as the gentleman has demonstrated.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman is willing to agree to three
hours on a side, to date from the time when my remarks began, I
will agree to that. That will bring it to a little after 2 o'clock to-
morrow. Now, I want to say right here with regard to my re-

unest for an extension of time, indicating that it is impossible to

iscuss this case within the hour, that had I arranged that every
moment of this time be taken nup by other speakers than myself, [
could have finished inside of the hour easily, but not having more
than one other speaker on this side, perhaps, I have gone alon
leisurely with the argument and gone into details that I ahon]g
have left out except for thatfact, which, perhaps, had no business
in my argunment and are unnecessary to enlighten the House. I
hope the gentleman will agree to three hours on a side.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. We can not agree to three hours on
thisside. We need four hours, and will hope that the generosity of
the House will allow us that. Unless we can secure four hours, we
can make no agreement at this time, but will not object to the
gentleman proceeding.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RoBERTS]?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, after my time is extended, then
I will talk further with the gentleman,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, RoBErTs] that he be
allowed to finish his remarks?

There was no objection.

Mr, ROBERTS. Now, Mr. Speaker, with regard to the time
for closing debate, I want to be perfectly fair and give the gentle-
man a fair amount of time. Iwillagreethat theyhavefourhours
on their side, and that'we take three hours on our side, and that
they will arrange so that they will use their time so that I have
the closing hour. Now, I can not make anything fairer than that,

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. That is fair, except in one respect.

Mr. ROBERTS. You certainly do not want to close?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Oh, no; we do not. I presume the
contestant will desire to make an argument in the case. Ido nof
propose to enter any objection, except that I donot want the con-
testant to have the closing argument on your side. With the ex-
oegit;on of that, we are ready to agree to what you propose.

. ROBERTS. I can not agree tothat. If the gentleman in-
sists upon that as a condition v&receﬂent. I can not agree.

Mr., MIERS of Indiana. e will not object to Mr. Pearson
making an argument, but we do not want him to have the closing
argument.

Mr. ROBERTS. I do notthink when the gentleman comes to
us for a favor he should dictate as to how we shall use the times
I think that that is a little too grasping on that side. The burden
of the proof is upon us.

The SPEA pro tempore. The Chair will state to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts that it requires unanimous consent
for the contestant to make an argument in the case.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. I am not objecting, excepting to his
ma.]n.u% the closing argument, To that I would object.

Mr, ROBERTS. . Speaker, if the gentleman will agree that
contestant may speak, that there shall be no objection from his
side of the Chamber so far as he can control it, I will agree. I
will ask now that Mr. Pearson may speak, and I will agree that
he shall not close debate on this side.

. Mr, MIERS of Indiana. And that on this side we have four
ours,

Mr. ROBERTS. I to control the closing hour.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts asks nnanimous consent that the debate close at the expira-
tion of seven hours, four hours to be controlled by the minority,
and three bythe majority, and that the contestant shall be allowed
to participate in the argnment, but not to close.

Mr. M_T.%RS of Indiana. With the agreement that one argu-
ment be made on our side after Mr. Pearson, .

- Mr. ROBERTS. I object to that part of it.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?
 Mr. MIERS of Indiana. If they give us an argument after the
contestant's argunment, thereis no objection; and unless they make
that agreement, I object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is made.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, when interrupted I was detail-
ing the action of this Stringfield, the usurper, in counting the
ballots and had got to the point where he tells his story of how he
discovered the extra ballots. He said that he had nearly counted
the Congressional ballot, when it becameapparent to him thatthere
were more ballots in the box than should be there; and he said,
“Hold on; stand back, everybody; there are more ballots than
there ought to be;” and he took these ballots out of the box one
at a time and selected the Congressional ballots of 1898, and the
others, which he says were county ballots of 1896, were put into
another box and sealed up.

Let us follow that out and see how far the facts sustain the story
of this man Stringfield. The contestee asked a recount of that box
said to have contained the spurious tickets and county tickets of
1896, and when they were counted among them were found two
Congressional tickets of 1808, showing either that Stringfield lied
when he said he went over these ballots oneat a time and took out
all the Congressional ballots of 1898, or else it shows this, that
among those ballots there were tickets of 1898 which were never
cast by any voter in 1808—tickets putinto that box before ever the
vote of a legal voter went into it that day, Further, in this pre-
cinet of South Waynesville there was an increase of practically a
hundred votes for the Democractic ticket in 1898 over their ma-
jority in 1896, which was Presidential year, while the Republican
plurality remained practically the same, notwithstanding the fact
that in 1898 there was a company of soldiers from that neighbor-
hood serving in the Spanish war and the voting population reduced
to that extent.

A jump of 100 plurality right at this suspected box, which had
three to four hundred tickets more than shounld have been here,




5334 CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. May 9,

about which there is so much dispute and contention as to what
those tickets were, and {let the minority says nothing was done
there that was not all right and proper, and Mr. Stringfield should
be relied upon implicitly in his statement as to what those tickets
really were.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Let me seeif I understand the gentle-
man. You mean to say that in 1893 in that ballot box there were
100 more tickets counted than in 18962

Mr. ROBERTS. I mean to say this: That in 1898 at the South
Waynesville precinct the Democratic plurality was 98 greater
than the Democratic plurality in 1896 in that same precinet.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. That is right,

Mr. ROBERTS. Imean tosay that in an off year, when the
vote naturally should fall off, when it does in every other precinct,
when there was the same relative proportion in other precincts in
this district, where there were no charges of fraud, that in this
precinct, where there are charges of fraud, there was this sndden
ﬂ.n(]i{ unaccountable jump of 98 votes in favor of the Democratic
ticket.

There is one other tIl}lc;in’c I wish to allnde to right here. The
contestes knew that the integrity of this box had been challenged.
He knew it would be disputed; he knew thecontestant would try
to have it thrown out for irregunlarities alleged. If he had faith
in the ballots that were left in that Congressional box, why did
not he attempt to prove his vote there aliunde by a recount, in
order that if the box shounld be thrown out he would still have

roof of the vote he received there? Why did not he attempt to
Erova his vote aliunde, by calling voters to the number that was
given him and so prove that he got their votes?

There is only one inference that can be drawn from his failure
to do so and that is that he did not dare to have the box recounted,
which contained the Congressional tickets that had been taken out
of a box, containing God knows what tickets, tickets about which
we have no g:rsitiva testimony from anybody as to what they were.
He did not dare to open the Congressional box and prove by a re-
count that the return of the officers was straight and all right.

Mr, KITCHIN. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr, ROBERTS. Certainly.

Mr, KITCHIN. The gentieman ought to be aware that there
is no fraud charged anywhere to this precinct; that it is nowhere
alleged that these votes were not cast and counted correctly. The
gentleman must be aware that proof aliunde only applies when
the returns have been cast aside or been questioned, and there is
no question whatever about these returns; the only point made
by the other side being that the mandatory statutes, as they say,
had been violated.

Mr. ROBERTS. Does the gentleman mean to claim that, the
mandatory statutes having been violated, that does not throw ount
the returns and put the party to proof aliunde? ;

Mr. KITCHIN. If the mandatory statute had been violated;
but there is no proof that it was. :

Mr. ROBERTS. There was frand charged there. It was
charged that the ballot box wasnot examined before the balloting
commenced. It was charged that old ballots were found in it.
It ischarged that bribery was committed in that precinect. It was
charged that intimidation took place at that precinct. It is
charged that there was defective registration there. Why, Mr.
Speaker, almost everything that can be charged agamst— the integ-
rity of the ballot was charged in that precinct, and yet the gentle-
man from North Carolina claims that there was nothing set out
to put the contestee to the proof of his votealiunde. Well, if the
gentleman takes that view of it, I am content.

Again, when were the spurious ballots discovered? Stringfield
says they were not discovered until he had nearly counted ont
the Congressional vote. The Congressional vote was three hun-
dred and odd, and there were 857 spurious ballots in there, mak-
ing in all nearly 700 ballots in that box. I mever haye seen a
North Carolina ballot box, but they tell me that it is a very small
box and that 700 ballots would fill it so it wounld make it impos-
sible to put in another ballot. In other words, it is absolutely im-
possible for an honest election official to have put three hundred-
odd votes cast durini the day into that box that already had 360
votes in it without knowing that there were more votes in the
box than balonged there. They must have been crowded down to
get the others in. Hemust haveknown, if he had any knowledge
or intelligence, and was honest, that long before that balloting
closed there were more ballots in the box than belonged there.

Let nus see what the testimony is about that. H. V. Corkran,
one of the registrars of the election, says he was just leaving the
room before the connting began, when he heard some one say that
there were more ballots in the box than belonged there. Before
the counting began, we have the testimony of one of the registrars,
it was discovered that more ballots were in the box than belonged
there; and yet this man Stringfield says the surpinsage was not
discovered until the Congressional count had been nearly com-
pleted; in other words, until over 800 votes had been taken out of

the box and counted. Can any sensible man be expected to be-
lieve such a statement as that? So much for the facts.

Now, as to the law applicable in this case, the majority of the
committee have cited the case of Covode vs. Fostér in substantia-
tion of their action in throwing out the returns of this precinct.
That case is found in 2 Bartlett, page 602. The syllabus says:

Where the procesdings are go tarnished by frandulent, negative, or im-
proper conduct as to render the returns unreliable, the entire poll may be
thrown out.

Where the State registration law r
dition of voting and it was disregard
that the poll shall ba rejected.

This brings us down fo the consideration of another feature of
the case; and I want the House to understand that this one pont,
decided as the case I have just quoted holds it should be decided,
settles the case in favor of Pearson. That feature is whether cer-
tain provisions of the election law are mandatory or directory.
The case of Covode vs. Foster, which holds that when the regis-
tration law requires assessment for taxes as a condition of voting
and it is disregarded by the election officers, the poll must be
thrown out.

Now as to the precincts of South Waynesville and Marble and
Montezuma, it has been alleged and proven that there was a viola-
tion of the election law of North Carolina with regard to the
registration. The election law of that State provides that a reg-
istration shall be held on certain days and at certain places; and
to make it emphatic, to leave no question as to the mandatory
natureof that law, it goes on to say:

Provided, That no registration shall be had except at the places and times
hereinafter provided.

Itis admitted that theregistration was had in South Waynesville
at times and Elaceﬁ other than those provided by law. It isad-
mitted that the same thing took place in Marble. It is admitted
that the same thing took placein Montezuma. I want the House
to consider this matter for a moment because it is a beautiful
case of getting * hoist with one's own petard.”

The contestee came in and said in his brief: * There was a de-
fective registration in Monteznma; that is unlawiul in North
Carolina; the law is mandatory, and we wmnust throw out the re-
turns in Montezuma.” The committee began to consider the
matter, They looked at his authorities; they looked at all the
authorities they conld find. They began to look over the con-
testant’s brief; and they found the contestant alleging the same
thing as to Marble and South Waynesville—defective registra-
tion; and it was claimed that under the mandatory provisions of
the law of North Carolina those returns must be thrown out.
What did the committee do? They took the construction for
which the contestee in his brief contended and for which the con-
testant in his brief contended. They adopted the construction
that the law was mandatory and threw out the vote of Monte-
zuma, Marble, and South Waynesville, because of defective reg-
istration. The result was that correcting the clerical errors
which the contestee admits, amounting to 20 votes, and deducting
also 5 votes which he practically admits were bought and which
he seems willing to have thrown out—the contestant is seated by
a majority of 2 votes, :

The committee were hearing the argument of Mr., Gilmer, the
attorney for the contestee, in the course of which he stated to
the committee that the law of North Carolina in regard to regis-
tration was mandatory. He was asked if he realized what that
contention meant to his case. Thereupon another counsel for the
contestee who was present and whose brain acted a little more
quickly perhaps than that of Mr, Gilmer—who saw the bearing
of this contention—said, **Ok, no, Mr. Gilmer, you are wrong; we
do not admit, much less claim, that this law is mandatory; it is
directory merely; there is no doubt about that.” Then, the ques-
tion was asked of Mr. Gilmer again; and, then, with Mr. Busbee
tugging at his coat tails, he did not know just ** where he was at,”
and, finally, said, * Well, the law-of North Carolina is egunally
mandatory or directory as to both time and place.” Busbee had
tried to draw a distinction of that kind. That admission went in;
the minority in their views make that admission. They eay that
if the election laws of North Carolina are mandatory as to time,
they are mandatory as to the place of registration; and if direct-
ory as to the time, they are directory as to the place.

I‘:et us go a little further, I have just read from the syllabus
in the case of Covode vs. Foster. Let me refer to the language of
the case. Remember, I amnot now reading the testimony of what
happened at Sonth Waynesville. I am giving yon a precedent in
the case of Covode vs. Foster, Listen for a moment to the facts
in that case:

When the votes were bein,
was taken sick and William
bLeing sworn first as clerk, un

nires assessment for taxes as a con-
by the election officers, it was held

counted in the evening, the Democratic clerk
ers was asked to take his place, and without
the close of the count.

On counting, 6 ballots were found in the boxes more than the names of

voted on the tally lists of the clerk, which agreed, and only

whose name is not on the list.

persons havi
mmrm is shown to have vu
use of the hat and cigar box, the transfer of the ballots from them to
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the regnlar boxes when received, and the permitting Etpam toact as clerk
;:tbou% being sworn, were contrary to the provisions of the election laws of

Nnnsylvania.

To gllcw persons other than officers of the election to enter the room in

which they were performing their duties is held in Thompson vs. Ewing (1
Breweter Rep., llﬂ?etc be deédedly improper, while the nororequiringproot
of naturalization, and refusing to investigate challenges or to conduct the
election in such a manner as to prevent challeges being and on,
are declared by Allison, P. J., in giving the judgment of the court in the
contested-election cases of 1857 (1 Brewster, 174), to be not violative of direc-
t.oa'y mi;e?}iaegents merely, but particulars which are absolutely eesential to
. Fggr‘:: all gha evidence I think we must conclude that the returns of such
an election are too unreliable to ba received, and as neither party has at-
tempted to prove what votes were cast for him at that election, that the
who?e poll vt Dunbar Township must be rejected.
_ I might say right here that the minority claim this case is not
in point, and has no bearing whatever on the facts as brought out
at South Waynesville. The cases are alike as two in a pod.
You could not make a case more pat with the gcta in South
‘Waynesville on that branch;of the subject, to wit, throwing out
the returns there because of so much uncertainty as to the true
results, and because of the action of the volunteer, Stringfield,
who was not a proper election official. e e

I do not care to waste any more time, Mr. Speaker, in bringing
up cases to Frove that the poll should be thrown out because of
the action of the volunteer, Stringfield, and the uncertain condi-
tionof the ballot box, with its great wealth of ballots, about which
there is so much dispute and so much uncertainty as to their na-
ture. I propose instead to address myself to the law beann%]gn
the mandatory or directory provisions of the North Carolina
statnte. The minority tell us that the House should and must
follow the decisions of the highest courts of the States with regard
to contested-election cases, I domnot agree with any such propo-
sition as that. They say it always has been done. 1 want to read
right on that point from McCrary on Elections, fourth edition,
section 457:

The House of Representatives of the United States, in wnstminiea State
law, will follow the construction given it by the authorities of the State
whose duty it is to construe and execute it. ere a given construction has
been adopted and acted upon by the State authorities, the Federal Govern-
ment should abide by and follow it. It was so held by the House of Repre-

sentatives of the United States in the matter of the election of Representa-
tive from the Btate of Tennessee. The report of the committee has this

langunage:

It fﬂ a well-established and most salutary rule that where the proper
authorities of the State government have given a constraction to their own
constitution or statutes, that construction will be followed by the Federal
authorities. This rule is absolutely necessary to the harmonious working of
our complex governments, State and national, and your committee are not

to be the first to depart from it.”
nd in the case of Burch vs. Van Horn the House refused to go into an in-
gl‘nlairy as to the validity of the new constitution of Missouri, upon the ground
t it had beéen recognized as valid by the people and by all of the depart-
ments of the State government.

457a. Inthe case of Clayton vs. Breckenridge, the question arose whether
ths House of Representatives should be bound by the result of the trialofa
criminal case where parties with election frauds had been acquitted.
It was there held that such a 1 was not an adjudication binding on the
House in a case involving the same frands.

Again, on the same point, in Lynch vs, Chalmers, found in 2
Ellsworth, I read from pages 346 and 347:

1t is seriously contended by the contestee that the decision of the supreme
court of Mississippi construing the sections of the election laws of that State
oughz to be followed ii; Con : that it is against the settled doctrine of
both Congress and the Federal judiciary to disregard the decisions of SBtate
tribunals in construing their own local laws. This is too broadly asserted
and can not be maintained. ‘It is true that where a decision or line of deci-
sions has been made by the judi of the States and those decisions have
become a *‘rule of property,” the Federal judiciary will follow them. Not
to do so would continuoally place titles to property in jeopardy and disturb
all business transactions. e rule as to all other questions is well stated in
Township of Pine Grove vs. Talcott (13 Wall,, , as follows:

1t i3 insisted that the invalidity of the statute has determined by two

dgments of the supreme court of Michigan, and that we are bound to fol-

ow these adjudications, With all respect for the eminent tribunal by which
the jndg}mnts were pronounced, we must be permitted to say that they are
not satisfactory to our minds. * * * The question before us belongs to
the domain of general jurisFrudanoe. In this class of cases this court is not
bound by the judgments of the courts of States where the case arise; it must
hear and determine for itself.

There is etill another reason why Congress should not be bound by the
decisions of State tribunals with re%srd to election laws, unless such deci-
sions are founded ufon sound principles and comport with reason and justice,
which does not apply to the Federal judiciary,and it is this: Where Congress
has failed to enact ans on that subject, ancf is adopted by Congress for the
purpose of the election of its own members. To say that Congress shall be
absolutely bound by State adgudlcatmns_ on the subject of the election of its
own members is subversive of the constitutional provision that each House
shall be the jludga of the election. qualifications, and returns of its own mem-
bers, and is likewise inimical to the soundest principles of national unity.
‘We can not safely say that it is simply the duty of this House to register the
decrees of State officials relative to the election of ita own members.

The foundation of this contention is that if the Congress of the United
States fails to enact election laws, and makes use of State laws for its pur-
poses, it adopts not only the laws thus enacted, but the judicial construction
O e 00 % mrce: that (e 1 G pulo stoapt a6 Iy to i

e do no t e rule ex: as it may apply to a * positive
statue of them. and_the construction thereof, ndogtogp by the lopcoa!i tri-
bunals, and to rights and titles to things, have a permanent locality. such
as the rights and.titles to real estate, and other matters immovable and
intrate: rial in their nature and character.” (Swift vs. Tyson, 16 Peters,
1-18.) As to matters not local in their nature, the S8upreme Court of the
United States has uniformly held that the decisions of the State courts
were not binding upon it.

Election laws are or may become vital to the existence and stability of the

House of Representatives, and to hold it must shut itself up in the narrow
limits of investigating solely the questions as to whether an election hasbeen
conduc to the State law as interpreted by its own judiciary
would be to yield at least a ga.rt of that prerogative conferred by the Con-
stitution exclusively on the House itself.

It may be stated generally that the Honse of Representatives will, as a
general rule, follow the interpretation given to a State law regulating a Con-
gressional election by the supreme court of a State—

Notice this langnage—
where decisions have been continued and uniform in such a way and forsuch
& time as to become the fixed and settied law of a State,

I want that point to be borne in mind.

Where decisions have been made for a sufficient length of time by State
tribunals construing election laws so that it may be presumed that the peo-
ple of the State knew what such interpretations were, would furnish another

od reason why Congress should adopt them in Congressional election cases.

ut this reason would be of little weight when the election had been made
and where there wasa conflict of opinion respecting the true interpretation of
astatnte for thefirst time on t: There is still another cogent reason why
this House may, and perhaps should, disregard the decisions of State courts
when such decisions are made in cases where there is confessedly no juris-
diction in the court to pass upon the question which it assumes to pass upon,
or where the court assumes to pass upon guestions not properly involved in
the case before ik,

Having in mind the precedents and decisions in this case of
Lynch vs. Chalmers, and what McCrary says on the subject, let
us turn to the views of the minority and see what they have to
say about the law of North Carolina with regard to the manda-
tory or directory provisions of its election laws, which they claim
must be binding upon this body. They give us the case of New-
som vs. Earnhart (86 N. C., 391), but they are very careful not fo
tell us or to give the House any information as to the nature of
the statute which that case decided. Itwas an election case. As
a maftter of fact, Newsome vs. Earnhart decided a provision of the
election law which was in the code of North Carolina, adopted
twenty or more years ago and long since repealed. They next

ive us the decision in Harris vs. Scarborongh (110 N. C., 232).

want the House to notice this. Harris vs. Scarborough decided
that the provisions with regard to registration were mandatory.
Then they give us the case of Quinn vs. Lattimore (120 N. C.).
I want to say with regard to Harris vs. Scarborough that that
case decided the code as amended by acts of 1889 and said they
were mandatory.

Quinn vs. Lattimore was not decided until 1897, If I am mis-
taken, I hope some gentleman will correct me. It decided a
constitutional question with regard to a man’s right to vote, which
arose at an election held in 1894, If did not attempt to construe
any election law of the State. It was constrning a provision of
the constitution of the State, and the court went out of its way
to overrule the case of Harris vs. Scarborough, without comment
g})on it of any sort, merely saying that the case was overruled.

ow, what did the Quinn »s. Lattimore case decide? The Quinn
vs. Lattimore case decided the code as amended by the act of 1889,
It did not attempt to decide the election law under which the elec-
tion of 1898 was held. That law was passed after the contest of
Quinn and Lattimore had arisen, and it changed the law under
which the Quinn and Lattimore election had been held, the pre-
sumption being that the change was made for the purpose of ob-
viating any defects that existed in the law prior thereto.

Now, here is the supreme court of North Carolina, with three
different decisions, no two of them agreeing. Is there such a
uniformity, such a settled line of decisions, in that State as to be-
come the seftled law of that State and therefore binding upon this
House? Iapprehend the members, in view of these three diverse
decisions, will* easily answer that question in the negative. But
that is not all. 'We have had a construction of the election law
of 1898. We have had a construction of the law by the highest
legislative body of the State, made in determining the question
of the eligibility of certain of its members to seats.

Now, it is well tq bear in mind this fact: The case of Eaves
and Lambert against Souther and Kerley, decided an election
case which grew ont of the election held in 1898, when the Con-
gressional election was held in that State, the very election in
which the contestant and the contestee in this case were candi-
dates, and in this very Congressional district, Eaves and Lam-
bert were Democrats. Souther and Kerley, Republicans, were
given the certificate of election as State senators., Their seats
were contested by Eaves and Lambert, the two Democrats, who
were candidates against them.

The ground of the decision was that in certain precincts of the
Ninth Congressional district, which were included in the sena-
tori'al district, there had been defective, or nnlawful, or illegal
registration, call it what you will. Eaves and Lambert, Demo-
crats, claimed that the defective and unlawful registration com-
plained of was a violation of a mandatory provision of the law
of North Carolina, which should re’ect thereturnsof the precinet
where it took place; and, Mr. Speaker, the Democratic senate of
Nortlr Carolina, made up of some of the most eminent lawyers of
that State, took that view of their own law. They declared the
provisions of the law relating to registration to be mandatory,
and they unseated ' the Repughcm' and seated the Democrats
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right on that point. Now, Mr. Speaker, the minority, instead of

attemptin

Mr. %1'150 HIN. May Iinterruptthe gentleman before he leaves
that matter?

Mr. ROBERTS. Oh, certainly.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is aware
that the North Carolina legislature only rejected the votes of those
men who were not registered according to law, but did not throw
out the box. The gentleman is aware of that fact. It threw out
the votes of those who had voted at the wrong place, but did not
reject the returns.

r. ROBERTS. Iwonld like to ask the gentleman how he
knows that? There is nothing published to indicate that.

Mr. KITCHIN. The senate of North Carolina in their report,
if youn will allow me to refer to it—

r. ROBERTS. Even were it so, Mr. Speaker, it is simply
proving the same principle that I maintain, as [ will show by lan-
guage here which the gentleman will not dispute. Now, I am
readmg, Mr. Speaker, from the Raleigh News and Observer of Feb-
ru , 1899. It is the Democratic organ of North Carolina, and
it prints daily the most complete statement of the business trans-
acted in the assembly that appears anywhere. Let me read
Here are the headlines of the article:

Evans and Lambert at last get their own—Senate adopts committee re-

Going on down the column a little, I quote from Senator Os-
borne. Let me say of Senator Osborne that for four years prior to
his service in the State senate he had been the attorney-general of
North Carolina, and I think I am not misstating it when I say
that Senator Osborne is looked upon as one of the soundest and
best grounded lawyers in the whole State:

Senator Osborne stated that there had been no difference among the law
ers of the committee as to the construction of the statute, but that SBenator
&mpbell was not a lawyer, and on that account he had thought it fair for
the committee of the whole to hear argument from counsel.

Senator Campbell then took the floor and spoke at some length in favor of
his ort. He said that the committee had been careful and fair, but he
thi t their construction of the law was too strict.
At the close of Senator Campbell's argument Senator Glenn asked that
some member of the committee of the mg‘;a'lty present that side of the case.
Senator Daniels gave the ground of the majority report. He said, after
ful consideration, the committes had ruled that electors re&l:uering on_off
days were not entitled to vote. When the committee made that ruling they
diﬂot know whether it would seat contestants or contestees. The prece-
dents mentioned b{ Senator Campbell had all been before the committee,
and after a study of them they decided that they did not apply, as they were
cases under a different election law. The law had been changed by Senator
Campbell's Jparty.

Senator Justice said if the legislature of 1895 had left the Payne election
law alone, they would now have two more senators. But the proviso in the
new law as to registration was absolutely mandatory—

I want to call attention to *the proviso as to registration, which
is absolutely mandatory”—
and ble of but construction, that registration on any day other
t};snwt?:’:ﬁ)g;scribed b <’3§: was absolutely null and void. Sy

Benator Skinner sa.uf that there were such ities in nearly every

recinct in Mitchell County as would have j their being thrown ont.

ko boxes had been wn out where ties were traceable to elec-

tion officers. But it seemed that anyone, from a mere reading of the law,

wo‘]é"id mmvisithagt WMl'ﬂi::ll.ini::l dﬁ?}%m&y was absolutely mandatory, and Sen

(-] 7 -

ator Os%ome saidrmt &llgtha lawyers on that ttee ngreeg as to the
construction of the law and that it was capable of but one construction.

1 want to read another statement made by Senator Osbornes,
which appeared in the Morning Post of February 1, 1899. 1If is
not a statement from him, but is a transcript of what transpired
in the same debate reported in the News and Observer.

Senator Osborne said:

If th rt should call this on of the election law in regard
tonghtme oy m;mcenain days was directol pmvri;iand not mandatory, then they
would declare that the Ten (gmmndmem were not mandatory.

According to Senator Osborne, one of the legal lights of the
State, the provisions of the registration law a';'e as mandatory as
the Ten Commandments. I quiteagree with him,andI think any
sensible man will come to that conclusion. y

Mr, KITCHIN., Will the gentleman allow me an interrnption?

Mr. ROBERTS. Certainly. r

Mr. KITCHIN. The fentiemsn asked me where I got the in-
formation that they only rejected the votes of those who had
registered at other places than the polling place. The majority
report contains this citation:

By Mr. Campbell, the following minority report in the contested-election
case of Eaves and Lambert vs. Kerley and SBouther.

1. While the report of the majority is general in its terms and finds no
facts, I nnderstamyo that it isprincipnlfé based on the idea that certain voters
at Harrells and Montezuma precinets in Mitchell County shonld be rejected
mm the voters registered on days other than the Satardays prescribed

W.

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes; but what has that to do with the prin-
ciple? That is what we are dealing with here.

. KITCHIN. You asked me where I got that from? -

Mr, ROBERTS. That is all right. Iam talking about a prin-
ciple, and I do not think the gentleman will deny that his own
legiaintuxehasdecl&redthemgmtratmnpmvﬁonsofthehwnn-

care-

der which the election of 1898 was held are mandatory and not

, and that is what this committee decided and what we
ask this House to decide; and having decided it as the commitiee
have in the majority report, it settles the wholecase. That isone
of the reasons why I was so willing, and why I did move to strike
out of the majority reportall reference to Asheville, because it was
not necessary to reject the vote of Ashevilleto seat contestant and
might unduly prolong the discussion.

So much for the South Waynesville, Marble, and Montezuma
precincts.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Will the gentleman allow me a question?

Mr. ROBERTS. Ct?:tl:.i\in}ti.9

Mr. CAMPBELL. Does the majorityof the committee contend
that because a few men were illegally registered, the whole pre-
cinet shounld be thrown out?

Mr, ROBERTS. Most aaa‘nreglg There is no evidence how
many men were illegally registered, and there is no way of prov-
ing but that nine men out of every ten who were on that voting
list were on unlawfully; nor for whom the men voted. There
is no way to separate the sheep from the goats. We had to throw
ont the whole as fraudulent; and if the gentleman has followed
the argument, he has seen that there is a.m?le authority for doing
it; case after case, where the defects complained of could not be
remedied or the poll purged of the nnlawil::ll votes.

1 shall now devote a few moments to the Black Mountain pre-
cinet, then the Old Fort, Limestone, and Ivy No. 1 precinets, these
being the remaining precincts where the entire vote was rejected
by the committee.

In Black Mountain precinct thechmFe was ballot-box stuffing,
Four witnesses—Republicans, men of repute and atanding, all
corroborating each other—say they saw the Democratic judge
stuffing the ballot box, saw him put his hand into the box and
take out tickets, place them in his pants pockets, put his hands in
his side pockets and put tickets into the box. The contestee puts
this man Martin—this judge who was caught red-handed in this
ballot-box stuffing—on the stand to testify that he did not touch
or count any votes out of the Congressional box; in other words,
that his operations were confined to the county box, provided he
was guilty of the act. Now, the evidence is very conflicting as
to what box he really stuffed. Some witnesses say it was the
Congressional box; some say it was the county box. He did count
out some ballots from the ional box; that is proven by
the testimony of T. P. Sutton, who was Democratic registrar of
election af thissameprecinct where Martin was Democratic judge,
lS)omn:on says Martin did count ouf a part of this Congressional

X.

Now, what credence are we to give to the evidence of a man
charged with these acts? Four witnesses swear to them, corrob-
orating each other. The evidence of the man himself is relied
%$on by the contestee to prove that no such thing took place.

ell, Mr. 8 er, leb me read from the case of Spencer vs,
Morey (Smith’s Digest, page 446). Here is something quite on
all fours with the present case:

Burton, the ex-sheriff of Carroll Parish, swears that he detected David
Jackson, the commissioner who received the ballots from the voters on the
day of election, changing the votes handed him by the electors for others
which he put into the box instead of the ballots of the voters. He says ha
c d him with it and complained to him of its unfairness. *He(Ja n)
tried to bluff me out of it, but I showed him the tickets he had dropped lying
on the floor.” On cross-e tion Burton says he could not swear to mora
than one ticket which he saw Jackson change, but there was another on the
floor in the same position, but he does not know that this one was changed.
Jackm’is :102 recalled, nor did contestee offer to recall him to deny this state-
ment.

McCrary, in his Law of Elections, says (section 441):

If, for example, an election officer having charge of a ballot box ﬂpricr to
or q.urin%its canvass is caught in the act of abstracting ballots and substi
tuting others, although the number shown te have been abstracted be nof
sufficient to change the result, yet no confidence can be placed in the con
tents of the ballot box which has been in his custody.

That is the condition here. Martin was caught at this election
stuffing one of the ballot boxes used there. No confidence can be
placed in any box which has been tainted by his corrupt touch.

If time permitted, I would like to cite other cases—the case of
Hurd vs. Romeis and many others—all in support of this same
proposition. But my time is limited and I must hurry on. I
want to refer now to the Old Fort ct, where the charges are
false returns, polls unlawfully opened before the proper hour, poll
list destroyed, the full vote of the box not returned. In this pre-
cinet Boggs, the side partner of the contestee, actually got 11
votes. is is one of the few gecinctﬁ where he did get some
votes. But the election officers did not give them to him—did nof
return that he had any votes at all—though all the testimony
shows that he received 11 votes.

When the contestant called for the production of the poll list,
which shounld have contained the names of those who had voted,
it was not in the custody of the officer who should have had it.
Iuvesﬁ%ation brings out the fact that when one of the Demo-
cratic election officers was asked to sign and return this poll sheet
as the law provided, he said: ‘*Damn the poll sheet; burn it up.”
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Apparently it was ned up, for it never appeared after that.
After the conteatanmd oeals)ed totakeeviden%a in this icular
county the contestee (and this is another illustration of the way
the minority deal with this House) produces what is alleged to be
the poll sheet of this county. Yet the minority, as you will find
in their views, deny that contestee ever produced or offered in evi-
dence that poll sheet; and they quote in proof the very evidence
showing that it was offered!

This poll sheet when produced at this time was found to have
been forged. The evidence of that forgery is conclusive. One of
the registrars of election, who did not vote that day until at least
two hundred men had voted, is put down on this bogus poll
sheet as having voted No, 17; and the man who voted just ahead
of him is put down on this poll sheet as having voted No. 242!
No more conclusive proof could be produced to show that this
poll sheet was ‘“ doctored.”

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, the minority do not attempt to offer any
defense on this point. They attempt, as they do on nearly every
other point made by the majority, to evade and to quibble. They
say that this or that is not properly in evidence; and they raise
quibbles instead of going into the merits and denying the forgery,
and proving that the poll list was anthentie, if it was so in fact.

I now pass to Limestone precinct, where bribery was charged.
To the mind of the majority the charge was more than sustained.
That it was sustained to some extent must he evident to members
of the House when they find that in the views of the minority
they substantially offer to give up two votes in that precinet which
they say may have been bribed. The bribery was so extensive,
though difficult to trace, that it tainted the whole poll; so that
there was nothing for the committee to do but toreject the entire
vote.

With regard to Ivy precinct the same condition of affairs ex-
isted, with only this difference, that the minority in their views
are willing to give up three votes which were bribed in that pre-
cinct, but want to hold onto the others.

With regard to Herrell's precinct—and I think this covers all that
the majority are relying upon—the contestee claims that the vote
of this precinct should be thrown out because it was not counted
in the manner and at the time that the law directs.

The facts are these: When the balloting closed one of the Demo-
cratic officials refused to stay with his colleagues and count the
ballots, but went home., The Republican and the Populist offi-
cials remained there with that ballot box until morning, when
this Democratic judge came back and then the ballots were
counted and the result announced. Contestee says that is a vio-
lation of amandatorg Erovision; that that ballot should have been
counted at once; and because it was not it must be thrown out.
Without attempting to decide whether a party to a contest shall
benefit by the willful act of one of his own party faith, because
such a decision is not necessary and would not affect this case,
the committee have allowed the vote to stand, inasmuch as con-
testant asked for a recount of the ballots in this very precinct
for the purpose of establishing his vote aliunde. He was not
afraid at any time or in any precinct to have a recount to as-
certain what his true vote was. He asked for a reconnt. Con-
testee was present either in person or by his attorney at that
recount and did not object. The recount showed exactly the
same number of votes in the box as had been returned by the elec-
tion officers. That proved the vote aliunde. Contestee’s mouth
is sealed. He can not object to the vote of that precinct, because
he acquiesced in it at the time, every requirement of law being
followed in the recount and opportunity being given the con-
testee to raize any questions or objections that he saw fit.

Mr. Speaker, with this summary, in which I have entered more
minutely into some (})hases of the case than I had anticipated do-
ing, I now conclude the presentation of the majority views,
reserving the balance of our time.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. How much time has the gentleman
from Massachusetts occupied?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. One hour and fifty-six minutes.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. - Mr, Speaker, the mpst cruel thing the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RoBERTS] has done is to talk
all or nearly all of the Republican members off the floor of the
House; and yet I presume that was not icularly his fault.
The gentleman unquestionably has done the best he could with
the record he had and with the case presented. He talked fifty-
five minutes about generalities, and then he said: ‘‘Mr. Speaker,
I am now going to talk about something that has to do with the
case.”

The right of a free ballot, a fair count, and to have the result
correctly certified were among the most important principles for
which the American Revolution of 1776 was fought.

The per%etuity of our Republic largely depends on the fidelity
with which these principles are maintained.

Every State in the Union has guarded these sacred principles by
the enactment of laws that make it a felony for any elector to sell

his vote, because in doing so his misconduct affects the right of a
free ballot, the most sacred privilege granted a free people.

If the individual elector is a felon because he casts a vicious
ballot, what is the attitude of a member of this House who by his
vote thwarts the will of the majority of a Con ional district
and overturns the certificate of the proper and duly chosen offi-
cers and gives a seat in the great American Congress to one who
has not been elected? 1am not the keeper of any man’s conscience
save my own, but feel constrained to say that where much isgiven
much is expected, and the misconduct of the member who inter-
feres by his vote and changes the will of the electors of a Congres-
sional district has committed a greater crime in the sight of all
true Americansthan the elector who only corrupted his own ballot.

I desire to follow this extraordinary statement, which conveys
a very strong insinuation, with the statement that no member
can vote for this majority report without voting to change the
will of the voters of the Ninth Congressional district of North
Carolina. In making this statement I do not mean to offend oy
attack the integrity of the gentlemen who signed the majority
report.

And, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen on the right, if I were to make
that assertion on sang other subject than that of politics, instead
of members being in the cloakrooms away from the sound of
my voice, you would all be here looking me in the face and say-
ing, “Do you mean what you have said? If you mean it, yon
have either offended me as a Representative, or else what you have
said is not troe.”

I have not meant to do the first, and I am ready to prove, if I
may not to you as members of the House—I am ready to put into
the RECORD the proof to the country that the latter charge is true.

I make this statement in order that I may challenge the atten-
tion of the House to the discussion of the merits of this contest.

Without assuming any superiority on my part, but attributing
everything to the weakness of contestant’s case, I promise that
this discussion shall demonstrate the frailty of contestant'’s cause
and the merits of contestee’s, contention and his right to retain
the seat. I feel like I may demand and expect of this House a
fair and judicial determination of this contention, for I know the
fairness of the members.

The contestee is in a g;sition to challenge the sense of justice
of the other side of this House. He was a member of the Fifty-
second Congress, and many members will remember the contested-
election case of Rockwell vs, Noyes, in which the contestee arose
above the party whip and voted against his party. The vote is
recorded in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of that session on pages
8538-3541, The contestee was also a member of the Fifty-third
session of Congress and the same thing occurred. (See CONGRES-
sIONAL RECORD of that session, page 8455, in the contested-
election case of English vs. Hilborn.)

May he not expect a fair and impartial hearing of his case at
our hands—you who so applanded him when, according to the
ictates of his judgment and conscience, he voted against his

party brethren? In his behalf I beg of you—

Dare to be just, '
Firm to your word and faithful to your trust.

Is it too much to ask and expect of the great American Con-
gress? ‘‘Let justice be done though the heavens fall.” Let us
examine this case in detail, not as partisans but as fair and im-
partial triers.

. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RoBERTS] who has
just closed the argnment adverts to something that occurred
down in the committeeroom. I donotremember it as he stated it.
In fact, I remember it entirely the opposite; but what are we to
trythiscasenpon? Arewe totryituponthe record,uponthesworn
testimony, or are we to try it upon the fact that the gentleman
from Massachusetts remembers that a lawyer in the committes
room said one thing and the gentleman from Indiana remembers
it another way? Or are you to try it because a gentleman who
was arguing the case on the one sidein the committee room made
a mistake, and stated what he did not mean tostate and then took
it back, as the gentleman from Massachusetts |[Mr. ROBERTS]
states? Or, put it stronger, if you will say that he did not know
what the law is, and stated that it was mandatory and did it
knowingly and purposely, will you therefore say the law is a
mandatory statute or will you look to the authorities and deter-
mine the question as to whether or not it is a mandatory statute?

I will undertake, withoutclaiming any ability to myself, butat-
tributing everything to the weakness of the case of the contestant,
show you the contestant has no ground upon which to stand. I
will say no¥v to the gentleman from Massachusetts and any other
gentlemen on the floor on the other side of this House if 1 state
any proposition so that it is not understood I wantyou to ask any
questions about this record from the start to the finish; it will not
confuse or disturb me,

1t is the truth we have the right to look after. And if any of
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you think I have misstated the record, I have the record at my left,
the pages marked, and it will not disturb me, and we will get an
honest investigation and an honest ing into this case. In
God’'s name, has the time come in the great House of ta-
tives that I may not do it? The Hounse of Representatives, who
frequently do not read the reports at all, who do not listen to the
discussion, who vote simply because he happened to be the party
nominee to which you or I belong. I thank fortune I have been
without any such temptation, being with the minority, I have
been contending for the sitting member., I have presided over
co?irta and have always thought I could rise above some such
acfion.

I want to say, too, Mr. Speaker, and gentlemen of the House, I
look forward with great pleasure to the next session, when I think
the shoe will be on the other foot; and I donot question that many
of you gentlemen, probably the most of youn, will be here the next
session. I wanf to say to you, and to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. RoBERTS|, and the gentleman from Michigan, the
chairman of this committee, you may hold me to the proposition
that I now make, when I take the oath again that I will support
the Constitution of the United States and faithfnlly execute the
laws I will fry to do it in contested-election cases as honestly and
a? consa:ientions.ly as in any other duty called on to perform. [Ap-

anse. )

That may be sentiment; butif the purity of the ballot box isthe
issue; if an honest election is at issue; if my Democratic brethren
down South have carried on an election as charged in this case
and corrnpted the ballot box by bribery, by violence, by the pur-
chase of votes and frand, I hope that I may never be so partisan
that I can not see it; and if, npon the other hand, as I telieve the
record in this case shows, some gentleman who has had a seat on
this floor and tasted the swests, undertakes to take advantange of
the situation, like the old thief who committed the larceny him-
self, running down the road and crying “ stop thief” at the other
fellow, I hope I may be able to determine thereal thief. I know,
when you are in the minority, gentlemen, you will then be will-
ing to reason about this class of cases better than now.

It is not regarded asa Republican district. The Democrats car-
ried it in 1884, 1886, 1800, 1802, and 1898, The Republicans car-
ried it in 1888, the fusionists in 1894, the Republicans in 1896.

The contestant did not have the united support of the Repub-
licans of the district. In Rutherford County lives Hon. John B.
Eaves, ex-chairman of the Republican State executive committee,
who canvassed the district against the contestant (page 287); and
in contestant’s notice, item 27, the fact is set out that in this
county there was a division in the Republican party, the negroes
having a ticket in the field.

In Buncombe County G. M. Roberts, ex-chairman of the Re-

ublican Congressional committee, opposed contestant {Iig.ge 234);

1. H, C. Hunt opposed contestant and organized a Northern
Setders’ Republican Club against him in this county (page 239);
and he testities that this club did as much as any one thing to de-
feat contestant, and H. C. Jones, brother-in-law to the collector,
ggd many other leading Republicans opposed contestant (page

7).

Hon. Locke Craig says, on page 288:

. What have you to say con ing the 8 fl
meQnts of o poaitign to the%ontgtﬁf Bunm%lei?}oggg? i i

A. Mr. Pearson was very unpopular in his own party; he was not nomi-
nated as the choice of his party. Every candidato that aspired to the nomi-
nation was given a place in the emgloymnuz of the Government and left Mr.
Pearscn without any opposition to the nomination, but his nomination created
great dissatisfaction; many prominent Republicans :Henly opposed him and
very few of them warmly espoused his cause. He had been a gold man, and
a silver man, and a gold man again; he had been a Republican, a Democrat,
and an Indepenident, and a Hepublican again. Hoe had made bitter speeches
on all sides of questions that were before the people, and was looked upon as
a political adventurer who had been honored enough by the Republican
party: a larﬁo per cent of the Republicans hoped for his defeat.

Q. What have you to say about t:f{mﬂ.lhon growing out of post-office ap-
%itt:lt:l::"m in Buncombe County and the

A. There was a great deal of talk and complaint about his failure toanswer
letters, and his appointments to post-offices aroused considerable o ition

failure to answer letters of his con-

to him. 1 understand that at Skyland post-office there was so much opposi-
tgn to hils appointee that it was impossible for them to rent a house for the
office. and o

ce had to be kept in a covered wagon. AfArdenthe opmion
to his appeintee wias equally as bitter. There was also considerable dissatis-
faction nggut the Asheville post-office.

In Clay County W. 8. Ledford, chairman of the Republican ex-
ecutive committee of the countgﬂin 1806, supported contestee (page
809), and the Republican candidate for sheriff of this county in 189S
supported contestee (page 42). That these influences were potent
is shown by the following: .

Dr. J. H, Wolff, chairman of the Republican executive commit-
tee of Jackson County, a member of the senatorial committee and
also a member of the Congressional committee and witness for
contestant (page 65):

Q. Did younotstate on the piazza in the post-office, or the hotel at Dillsboro,
or some o{her place, that Mr. Crawford had been fairly elected to Congress,

in your on, and that Mr. Pearson's defeat was due to the fact that
number of leading Republicans in the Ninth district wanted him shelved? "
- A. No, sir; I did not say it anywhere. I have said time and again tha
in my opinion, Mr. Pearson was too big a man for the Republican party,
and that others who would like to have been the recipient of his nomi-
nation intended fo elect him by as small a majority as possible in order that
he might be shelved; that in so doing they had evidently miscalcnlated the
intentions of such men as old man Roberts, Hunt, and the like, and thereby
caused his defeat. y

W. 8. Ledford says (page 309):

1 qanhnt is your voting precinct?
A, %uittee Township, in Clay Count

¥.
begs?lase ;are you present at said precinct on the day of the election, Novem-
A, Yes, sir; I was nt.

3. Q. State what you know about some 17 or 18 tickets which had Pear-
son’s name printed on them being erased as tohis name and William T. Craw-
f%rd‘s nﬁgm inserted instead of Richmond Pearson's, and of their being voted
at your box.

A. Idonot know as to the exact number of tickets, but I suppose there
was that many tickets voted by Republicans for Mr. Crawford with Pear-
son's name ecratched off. .

ti Q[ ‘md you work for Mr. Crawford in this election?

5. % Do you know of other Republicans who voted for and worked for M.
Crawford at Tusqguittee precinct or elsewhere?
A. 1Eknow of Republicans who voted for him willingly.

E. ?.dl)o {ou know of any intimidation or frand at your precinet?
. I donot.

6. % What is your politics and what position have Kou held in your county?

A. 1 ama Republican and haye been chairman of the Republican executive
committee of the muutg:

7. Q. Isit not a fact that a great many Republicans with whom you have
come in contact were tired of and had no confidence in Mr. Richmond Pear-
son, and therefore would not sapport him in the last election?

A. Yes; I have fonnd a good many. [ suppose it wason account of his con-
duct toward the Republicans in his district.

A. H. Brown says (page 309):

k‘ . What is your voting precinct in Clay County?
Wi

2 %Wero you present at the election November 8, 1808, in said precinct?
If o, in what capacity did you serve?

A. T was one of the registrars, and was present at the election that day.

3. Q. State what was the conduct of the crowd at said glection as to order
and good behavior.
A It was good; the crowd was peaceable; it was among the most quiet
elections I was ever at. ¢

4. Q. Did you hear any threats of any character or any offer of bribes to
voters on that day?

fair, and all right.

A, Idid not; it was hon

5. Q. Do you know of any ublicans at that precinct who worked for
and voted for William T. Crawford for Congress and against Pearson? and
why they said they did so, if you know,

A. I know of R. M. Bell, candidate for sheriff on the Republican ticket, and
J. H. Green, candidate for surveyor on the Republican ticket. I saw toth of
them cast their vote for W. T. Crawford for Congress. Mr. J. H. Green was
against Mr. Pearson on account of his position on the money question; Ican't
state just what Mr. Bell's reason was.

I especially call the attention of the House to the comparative
vote o%efllle district in 1898 and 1806:

For Congress, 1500: \
Richmond Pearson received...
J.8. Adamareceived. ..o eiiaiiocaia.

For Congress, 1898: .

Richmond Pearson received...... TS Sy St St et b s e A
William T. Crawford recedved. . ... oo i csicicec e minans 19,606

Is there anything nnusunal in this change when it appears that
the Democcratic party was well organized and gave the contestee
hearty and enthusiastic support?

F. A, Tuck, who traveled over the entire district as a newspaper
correspondent, says, on page 250:

Q. Did you not find that the nomination of Mr. Crawford as the Demo-
i:;:t&c ngnminea for Congress in the Ninth district was an exceedingly popu-

one?

A, Idid ’

Q. Was not his nomination a source of inspiration to the masses of the
Defognbs throughout the Ninth district? )

. It was.

Q. Was there any lack of enthusiasm among Democrats on account of Mr.
Crawford’s nomination?

A. No, sir; there was no lack of enthusiasm.

%}W&s not the Democratic party well organized in this contest in behalf
of Mr. Crawford?

A. Very well, I think.

You will bear in mind that this is a Democratic Congressional
district; that the contestant is very unpopular with his own
party, many of his political friends making open war against him,

Mr. KLUTTZ. And a Republican governor.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. By aRepublican governor. I wantto
say something about that. I believe I will do it right now. I
wonld like to have read, and send up to have read in my time, an
article that appeared in this morning’s Washington Post, right
along that very line.

The Clerk read as follows:

RUSSELL ATTACKS PEARSON—GOVERNOR OF NORTH CAROLINA ON THE
ASHEVILLE CONXTEST—DENOUNCES THE ATTEMPT IN CONXGRESS TO UNSEAT
MRE. CRAWFORD AND RIDICULES CONTESTANT'S CLAIMS—THE REPUBLICAN

BTATE CONVENTION. il
RALuigH, N, O., May 8, 1900.
Governor Russell, the Republican chief magistrate of this State, created a
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flurry this mornin coming out in a strong interview in the Raleigh Post | ject. I know it hurts, and I would not do anything that wounld
devturicing tho é;‘% Sottne b ox Repreinniinive Hatracs; Sooe Minth L offend the gentlen:an from North Carotina, Now, will the Clerk
inangurated against Representative Crawford, Democrat. The governor de- read the telegram?

clares that the ublicans of the Ninth district and of all North Carolina The Clerk read as follows:

are not in sympathy with Mr. Pearson’s contest, and that, in view of the
fact that the pnrtry is waging a determined fight against what is regarded as
an attempt to disfranchise many of the voters of the State by an amendment
to the constitution, the seating of Mr. Pearson would work irreparable harm
and would lose many Republican votes. .

Governor Russell likewise pays some attention to the recent Republican
convention, where Mr. Pearson aspired to be presiding officer and was de-
feated, and also where he sought in vain to be elected as a delegate tothe
Philadelphia convention. The convention inmild !au%uﬁ indorsed the con-
test of Mr. Pearson, but Governor Russell saysthat th use wassmuggzled
into the &lgxl’m'm. and would disgrace the ty in North Carolina but for
the fact that most of the convention did not kmow thatit was in the platform.
Continuing, the governor says:

¥

‘*Here we are, in North Carolina, charging truthfully that the Democrats
are sweeping things by force and fraud; that they have put upon us an elec-
tion law that is meaner than tho Goebel deviltry, and Mr. Pearson schemes
to get himself at the head of the platform committee in the State convention,
fixes the resolutions, and reads s 'glat!orm before the convention denouncing
fraud and demanding honesty. Yet he is a man who is now, and was at the
moment, making the supreme effort of his life to disfranchise all the voters
of the city of Asheville and to get a seat in Congress by methods as lawless
faml d%stgetzgte as those which are known of all men to prevail in the nonsuf-

r ”
overnor Russell ridicules Mr. Pearson’s Republicanism, and denounces
the attempt to make his contest a party matter.

“The truth is,” added Governor Russell, ** Pearson was fairly beaten by
Mr, Crawford. His real complaint is that he did not have votes enough.
There are other Republicans in the State who think as I do about it, among
them Colonel Lusk and Mr. Smathers. They say that Mr. Crawford ought
to want Mr. Pearson to be seated use it means a sweep for Crawford
uext November, They think it worse than that. It means ths loss vo us of
many seats in the legislature.

) t is the use of our making the great issue as to honesty in our elec-
tions if our own party should perpetrate such a fraud as this? Why, just
think of it. The whole city of Ashevilleis to be flung in the ditch because a
colored man was arrested for perjury committed during the contest, long
after theelection. Why notthrow out the whole vote of Buncombe Connty?"

In this wise Governor Russell reviews all the grounds on which Mr. Pear-
son bases his contest, and ridicules them with sarcasm, denouncing both the
law and the facts on which a seat is claimed.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Now, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of
the House, I had that read so gentlemen on my right may know
what the Republican governor of North Carolina thinks of the
contestant’s claim in this case. The Republican governor of
North Carolina says the contestant is trying to obtain a seat in
this House by methods that are very disreputable. If you will
not believe what I have said, and what I may say, I would like
i?lr_:t to give fair consideration to a portion of the record. And,

. Speaker and genflemen of the House, I will not takethe time
to read, or have read, in addition, anotherinterview with the gov-
ernor in the Raleigh Post, a two-column article, much longer than
the one in the Post just read, in which he goes into the details.

And I want to say to the gentleman from Massachusetts that
interview was a typewritten interview, well considered; and if
you Republican members on that side of the House would like to
see it, I have several copies and will furnish it. In order thatI
might not only be fair and know whether this was true or not,
* this morning I telegraphed the governor to know whether or not
the interview contained in the Raleigh Post was aunthorized and
correct, and a little while ago I received a telegram, which I now
send to the Clerk’s desk and ask to have read in my time.

Mr. LINNEY. Will the gentleman allow me a question now?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. LINNEY. I believe, if I caught you right, you say that
this case onght to be decided judicially?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. LINNEY, And with the same fairness and the same re-
spect to the law and justice that you would before a conrt?

Mr. MIEES of Indiana. Yes.

Mr, LINNEY. Then Iask the gentleman from Indiana, as a
Iaw}rlyer, whether or not he thinks this is proper evidence and is
right? .

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. In response to the gentleman from
North Carolina, I will say that I do not know Governor Russell;
but if he is the man that history and reputation make him, I be-
lieve it to be right, He says the contestant has no right to the
seat, and he is on the ground and ought to know. °

Mr. LINNEY. Asa lawyer, do you believe that the statement
of any man not under oath, not before his adversary, with no
opportunity to cross-examine, ought to be thrown into the scale,
even where only the price of a mountain squirrel is at stake?
[Laughter. =

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, Iam glad to see that interest is com-
ing in the gentleman from North Carolina; and when the gentle-
man’s interest comes, I will get your attention to the record, my
brother, and I will make it so much stronger than is made in
either of these interviews that you and I will have no trouble, if
you will keep np your gait to 1he end of this discussion,

Mr. LINNEY. I am not objecting to that; I want to get your
opinion as to the fairness of this proceeding.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. I am glad the gentleman does not ob-

L)

.having four hours’ discussion.

RALEIGH, N. C., May 2, 1500.
To Hon. RoBeErT W. MiERS, Member of Congress:
Report of interview in Raleigh Post and Charlotte Observer is authorizad
t.

-t DANIEL L. RUSSELL.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. I thought the gentleman might make
an inquiry of me, and I am sure now that he knows that the in-
terview is genuine and will have some weight with the gentleman,
coming as it does from the Republican governor,

I have stated this is a Democratic district. Let me follow
a little further. In 1898 and 1896 are th2 only times in the last
ten years that it has been carried by Republicans. It was carried
by the Fusionists in 1894, and that is all. Then we have a Demo-
cratic district. Let us sze how we go into the Démocratic dis-
trict, and then see how we come out of it; and I beg of the
gentleman from North Carolina, if we come out of it with a cer-
tificate of the officers of the State, signed by your good Republican
governor, then if it is supported by the evidence, let us not sear
our conscience by electing a man from the Ninth Congressional
district of North Carolina on the ¢th day of May, 1900, a'most a
year and a half bayond the election.

The contestee is popular with his party; has the enthusiasticand
united support of his political followers, The contestant is under-
taking to convince the House that he carried the district under
these circnmstances, and alleges cerfain things in support of his
contention. I will take them up one by one and try to deal with
them from the record fairly. If any gentleman upon the other
gide feels that I have misquoted the record or unfairly statzd the
facts, I court his interruption. I will not take it as an interfer-
ence npon his part, but will gladly have any member give me an
opportunity to make plain any assertion that I make during this
argument. Iam thoroughly convinced that this record makes a
clear title for the contestee, and am willing to fight it out before
the House and then ask the nnbiased judgment of the members.

Not only was there great objection to the contestant throngh-
out the district, as I will show a little further along, but here is
the Republican candidate for county sheriff; here is the Repub-
lican candidate for surveyor, and here, too, is the Republican gov-
ernor of the State repudiating this man, who has in the course of
his political career run on every ticket known to the law. They
repudiated him and worked against him and in favor of the con-
testee. Yet he comes here and, under the rules of the House, has
his case referred to a committee,

I want to refer to the fact that these men whom I have cited are
not the only Republicans against the confestant. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. DriscoLL] is a member of the Election Com-
mittee No. 3, who tried this case, He was also a member of the
subcommittee, which consisted of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. RoBERTS], the gentleman from New York [Mr. Dris-
coLL], and myself. The gentleman from New York, a Republican
member of this House and a member of the committee, entirely
repudiates the claim of the contestant. His name is not signed to
the report of the majority. He will not say a word in favor of it;
hewill not vote for it. Idonot know whether he will yote against
it or not, but I do know what his convictions are.

Gentlemen, you have the governor of his State against the con-
testant; you have the electors; you have the county officers; you
have one member out of the six Republican memters of the Com-
mittee on Elections who refuses to say on his oath that thisman is
elected. And yet the gentleman from Massachusetts comeson the
floor of this House and objects to the minority of the committee
He occupies two hours himself,
and yet says there is nothing in the record. He talked to us
about undue haste or about an unfair report. He oanght to take
the time to do what he undertook to do—to show that it is a false
report. I beg of you, gentlemen of the House, to tell me where
and how he has shown anywhere along the line of his argument
that the contestee was not elected.

Here yon have a Republican district—Republicans fighting
among themselves. No, I ought not to say that—Republicans
fighting the contestant. Themajority of this committee are seek-
ing to convince yon that the contestant carried this Congressional
election. Now, lam going to take the record and see what the facts
are. Youwill remember that the gent eman from Massachusetts
undertook to charze that there was bribery shown in this record.
I want to say, Mr, Speaker—and I measure my words: I measure
them in the presence of gentiemen who are able and conscien-
tions—I want to say to you there is mo proof of bribery against
the contestee.

I want your attention, then, for a moment longer, when I say
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to you that I will prove from the records, page by that in-
Sfiad of 1iib onbatze be i & Viibar, o b i Tite frsenis: 1 swill

prove from that same record that the contestant was a briber and |

that his party bribed and bought votes all during that election.
Now, that ispretty broad. If that is not true, I ought not to loock
you in the face andsayit. If itisnot true, there ought to be some
gentlemen to confront me with the record. If thatis frue, then
you ought to confront me with your judgment.

Now, let us follow it along a little on the question as to whether
or not there was bri . And I want fo say to you there are
three or four cases that have been referred to where there is some
appearance of bribery as against the contestee, and I am going to
read it, too, so that you may know all the proof thereis, I chal-
lenge the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, ROBERTS] or any
other gentleman, if I do not refer to every witness who has testi-
fied on the subject of bribery, then I want you to call my atten-
tion to it. I say to the House I will refer in this argument to
every witness who testified to anythinf that looks like bribery on
the part of the contestant, and then I want to furn to the other
side of the picture for a little while,

First, I call attention to the testimony of C. C. Greenwood, on
page 103, And I want to say, gentlemen, this record shows that
there were 232 witnesses examined, all told, and there are only 6
who even speak of the question of bribery. I am going to call
your attention to it:

C. €. Greenwood, being duly sworn, says: )

Ias?elm‘:# your name and place of residence, and where did you vote at

A. My name is C. C. Greenwood; vote at Ivy, No. 1, Buncombe County.

Q. Please state whether you saw W. R. Manney, & Democrat, pay money
toa ngg'ro to vote the Democratia ticket.

A. Yes, sir; I saw Manney pay West Ray, a colored man, §3 to vote the
Democratic ticket.

. Did Ray vote the Democratic ticket?
No, sir; he did not.

Thatis what the gentleman from Massachusetts . ROBERTS
read. Thatis the little speck of grain in the crib that he cackl
about so much.

Here is the man Greenwood who testifies that he saw a Demo-
crat pay a colored man $3 to get a vote and he did not get it.
Now, what are you going to do, gentlemen, because the colored
man outwitted the politician and got the $3? Are you going to
say, therefore, that the contestant was elected?

Are you going to throw aside all rules and say that because
there was some man down there willing to invest $3 for his
friend, that youn will say, “Ah, there is bribery?” 1 will join you
gentlemen now. If there is bribery in the case against the con-
testee I will quit the case, More than that, if I do not show you
from this record that there is bribery on the part of the contest-
ant and his friends, the rank and file, I will quit the case. Let
us go a little further. I have said I would give you all the facts
there were so that you may know whether I am fair or not.

Inowread from the testimony of George Whittemore, on page108:

ittemore, jr., being duly sworn, says:

?R&P?M nsmg. nl‘:g where %.td yor:' votl;s at last election?

George ttemore, jr., and voted at Ivy No. 1 at last election.

Q. State if you know of any Democrat paying, or offering to pay, men to
yote the Democratic ticket at the last election at Ivy.

‘A. I do. W. R. Manney bought some. Brandon Max was one who he
bought; Doc Whittemore another, and paid them §3 apiece.

That is the man I was talking about a minute ago. He bought
a fellow, he set the trap, the trap fell, and he did not get the vote.
So my friend from Massachusetts has rolled that as a sweet mor-
sel under his tongue. He has read it twice, and I am not surebut
he read this little three-dollar transaction four times. I will now
give you the next witness, This is on page 110—M. A. Rickman:

What do you know about the Democratic workers at Limestone using
money and vghisky to get men to vote the Democratic ticket?

That is g good question. That plumps right up along the line,
and I imagine that there are some of you, my friends, on either
gide here who know what an election 18, If there is a man here
who will put his hand on his heart and say, * No money, no liguor,
no letters,” then, as said by the gentleman over the way, he ought
to have little wings and go on to otherregions and quit this body.
But I will put it the other way, gentlemen, and say that it is as
holy as the most holy sanctuary that can be found. Say that
bribery shall be confronted and stricken ouf of this Hall and I
will join you, and later I will show you a subject. Buf let ussee
what the witness answers:

A. James Webb told me that they gave him $1.50; A. W. Williams—we call
him Alex. Williams—said that they offered him €L50 to vote the Democratic
ticket, and he said that he wouldn't vote it, and a man named Frady, for
whom he was working, discharged him immediately after the election; Jake
Feilds told me that they offered him $1.50, and he told them that he thought
that they ought to give him $3 or $¢ to vote the whole Democratic ticket.
Jake also mlg me that they used his kitchen on the day of election for the
purpose of paying off those men who voted the Democrat ticket.

Now, think aminute, These gentlemen come here to the great

American House of Representatives and ask you to set aside the
certificate of the officers of the State on what kind of testimony?
Naming three men who told somebody else that somebody else
had offered them money. If Mr. Williams said to Jones, * Major
offered me $3 to support the Democratic ticket,” what wounld you
do as a lawyer? I leave it to any lawyer on the floor of this
House. Idonot care whether he be a Democrat or a Republican.
I do not care whether he be white or black. Idonotcare whether
he be from North Carolina or South Carolina.

He would have told that witness to stop, and he wonld have
sent for A. W, Williams and put him on the stand and said:
‘‘Hold up your hand and be sworn. Did you receive a bribe?
Did anybody offer you any money?’ And let him say yes or no.
Is there any gentleman here who has any respect for courts of
justice or the admission of testimony who fora minute would say
he would take a seat from the contestee on such testimony as that
which I have read? I would like to look hiin in the face and see
the color of his eye. There is one other witness, Paton Durham:

Paton Durham, being duly sworn, wgs:

2. What is your name und where did yon vote at the last election?

. My name is Paton Durham, and I voted at Limestone at last election.

Q. Did any of the Democratic workers offer you any inducement to vote
the Democratic ticket at the last election? If so, what?

A. They gl;?imisod me if I would vote the Republican ticket they would
give me a s ¥ job.

2: %ie% ‘;‘1'}1? vote the whole Democratic ticket?

2. Have yc'm got the promised steady job?

. 1 have got the job.
%Gﬂow would you have voted had ?;m not got the promise of that job?

ntestee objects because it simply asks for the statement of an
?f what might have been done, and Roea not call for a statement of a fact or

ME’}woul& have voted for Mr. Pearson, but on account of being out of a
job I voted the other way to get work % that 1 sonld support my family.

Now you have one. Here is a man who did vote the Demo-
cratic ticket, Let us see nnder what circumstances:

2: Did you vote the whole ticket?

Yes, sir. :
. Did you get the job?
Yes, sir.
2: Whom are you living with now?
With a man named Durham.

He is living with the man Durham who promised him the job.
Are you going to take the seat from the contestee and give it to
the contestant because some man down in North Carolina saw a

old colored man whom he wanted around his house and barn
to whom he said: ** Youn vote for your friends and my friends and
I will give you a job,” and he did give it to him.

Perhaps, gentlemen, he onght not to have said that, but if you
do not find more than that, do you wonder that we grew indignant
when we said in our views that the gentlemen who signed the
majority report were entirely without the record? And I willsay
to you that they are further from the law than from the facts,
Let us follow the record a little further and go to the next testi-

mony; found on page 159 of the record, given by T. B. Ray, who

testified:

T. B. RAY, being first duly sworn. deposes and says: ‘
. Btate your name, place of residence, and what official position you held
at the last election.

A Hgmmm is T. B. Ray; I live in Buck Creek precinct; 1 was a judge of
the election last November.

. Please state whether a man by the name of Flynn voted at Buck Creek,
what happened in to his vote.

(Contestee objects to the question for the reason that there isno reference
in the notice of contest to this matter.)

A. Yes; Willlam Flynn voted. After he had voted he came around to me
and said that he wanted to know what it would take to get his tickets out. I
told him that we could not take them out at all; that he could see the rest of
the boys and see what they would say. I taken him up to the door and
called the attention of the other judges, and told them what he asked. He
;:;ﬂsétbo wss iatn empty shoot, the ocrats had promised to pay him and

oit.

This is only hearsay. If Flynn had been promised anything,
why did not the contestant produce him as a witness, instead of
bringing in hearsay evidence that would not be admitted in any
court? ;

This comprises all the evidence given tending to show bribery
on the partof the Democrats, except one witness who testifies that
a portion of $10 was divided among 9 men in a precinct where
contestee received only 6votes. This, too, after a careful research,
I submit instead of its showing bribery it shows what the actual
condition of the Democratic campaign fund was in that district
as well as all over the United States. Without money and no
bribery. Let us turn for a little to the other side of the picture,
See what the condition of the campaign fund was on the other
side and see what contestee’s attitude is. 1 can assure you that
contestant's position is not like that of a bankrupt candidate, but
the record shows that he and his party were the bribe givers. On
pages 98 and 99 of the record, C. B, Moore testifies:

Q. Mr. Moore, do yon not know that money was sent out from Republican

headquarters in wville to prominent Republicans at the various voting
places in the county to be used for campaign purposes?

"
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A, 1think some small amounts were sent out.

Q. ILask you if the nmmmts that were sent out were not in the denomina-
tions of §1 md £2 bills
. Ithink that the commjttee had such denominations.

hm; place did you cccupy in the last campaign for the Republican

tbeI was a member and secretary of the Republican Congressional com-
e
. Please state, as nearly as you are able to, the number of §1 bills and &
bills sent out to this Congressional district by you, as secretary of the Con-
greAssional committee, for campaign purposes.

Q. I ask you if you did not have, on several comsiom, in your possession,
as secreta.ry of that committee, several hundred En

. I never at any one time had more than $450 in §1 and $2 bills belonging

to tha Republican Congressional executive committee.

Q. Did you have any such denomination of money in your possession dur-

(g gressional commit;

&‘J

ing the campaign for any other committee than the i
or for any other person, for campaign purposes?

A. 1acted as treasurer of the county cam fund, and as such treasurer
was fuornished by that committee with §1 and axgregatmg some $600

or ¥11
Were not such bills furnished you just shortly before the day of elec-

A Soma time prior to the election; I have no positive recollection as to

2- ’What did you do with these hills?
I paid them out upon the various written orders of the commi
Q. I understood you to say that you never had more than $450 in 31 and &
billsm your &ossessian at any one time as secre of the Congressional
committee. d you have such denominations of more than once? If
80, how often? v
A, Not more than once.

2 o furnished you those bills?
I thmk that I got the greater part of them, if not all, from the Battery

Q Who contributed those bills that you got the money for, or any check
or ot];ar thing which enabled you to get those bills at the Battery Park

A. Icontributed in part; Mr. Hsrkins contributed some—H. 8. Harkins I
mean—Mr. Pearson cont! ted som

Q. Do you know why £l and § b:]]s were especially desirable and the only
moneY used for campaign purposes?

do. We had a working committee on the d.ajr of the election, com-

posed of Republicans, who were to receive for the day’s work at the pol{s -]
each, a.nddeamedltwe]lbnhepre to pay that committee off soon af
the electmn. and so provided myself with proper
vﬂ? ?Dlﬂ vyou have those working committees at other pheea than at Ashe-

A, 11 8o, they were not under my control as to pa dy-m
Q. Are you able to state what amount in £ an bills you had in your
m@:‘e?ion when the *Ena closed on Tuesday evening, the day of the election?

* L]
Q The working commit.tea did not apply for any mmeytl]l after tha polls
No sir.

Q Mr. Moore, d?ﬂyou state that yon d out that $450 after the polls
closed to members of the Republican wor! commit!,ae at $2 per day, and
that Lu had paid ont none of it before, anﬂ. t none of it previous to that

d left your possession?

Q Did ycm keep any account of the amounh paid out, and to the persons
to whom paid, and the date of pa

A. On the secornd night after the a'lectmn I met with the committee that
had that matter in charge, who hnd alist of the committee and who called
the list, and as called 1 handed him $2.
2 oW many names were on that list?

. There were enough to exhaust the money.

. You did not preserve the list?

No; Inever did have the list.
Q. Then I understand you to say that none of the money that came into
your possession as secretary of the onal committee ever laft your
un till aftar the close of the

A. No, sir; I did not state that. Po bad sufficient money, a.ccord.lng to my
remﬁectwn. tosu ply each county with something like £ each.
. Q. Please sltats Eoﬁ tx;utf‘.h money throug y?ur hands as secre
gressiona comm: 'or campalgn purposes, or for any purposes rela
ing to the election on the §th of November last.
oy %fthjnk some twelve or fifteen htgnﬂred dollars. S &
you were getting small bills pay ca.mpmgn workers §2 a day, why
was it important for you to get one-dollar bills? :
A. The money that I handled for that purpose consisted of one-dollar and
two-dollar bills, and I took such change as was convenient to those furnish-

ing same,

Yet the contestant, with this one witness having $1,200 or §1, 500
$450 at one time in one-dollar and two-dollar bills, has the effront-
ery to charge the contestee with bribery, and the majority of the
committee, presumed to investigate and rt the fakts, falls into
his contention and 1§nores the wholesale bribery on the part of
the contestant. I submit the report of the majority is a strong
parnsa.nhdocument but as a judicial examination will not rank
very hig

Having thus disposed of the question of bribery, let us take u[iv
contestant’s next contention, that of violence, and in so doin
ask the careful consideration of this House. This contention
less foundation and is more andacious than the charge of bribery.
There is absolutely no mob violence. There was one row on elec-
tion day between two Democrats.

There was a colored man mobbed the night before the election,
which had no connection with the election whatever. He had
made an assault on two white women. The community rose en
masse, without regard to politics, Democrats, Republicans, and
Populists participating. I will give you from the record the tes-

timony on this subject and challenge your judgment and not your
partisanshi

D.

1 ﬂeﬂy conduct of the voters and the peace

Dr, J. B. Wolff, chairman of the Republican executive commit-
tee of Jackson County, a member of the senatorial committee, and
also a member of the Congressional committee and witness for
contestant (page 64):

Q. Was not the campaign in the Ninth Congressional district and also the
election following in 1898 a quiet, peaceable, and orderly one thronghout the
entire distriet, as much so as you have ever obse in preceding campaigns?

A. Idon't think that there is any question about that, as far as 1 know.

James R. Love, chairman of the Populist executive committee
of Jackson County, witness for contestant, and his ardent political

supporter (page 61):
Q. Iask yonif the campaign and election in 1808 in this county were not

t of the or-
¥, compared

uiet, peaceable, and orderly?
* Al Bofarsslknow.itwm
G. M. Roberts, ex-chairman of the Republican executive com-
mittee of the district, says (page 235) in regard to Asheville:
Please state how the election in last November, in r
and quiet of the
with previous elections for the last thirty yeara
A. A very quiet election in the city; as much so as I have ever seen.
A. J. Hall says (page 195):
M ‘What official position do you now occupy in Swain County?
2. Iam clerk of the !mperim}', conrt. 4 24
When were gou elected and when were you inducted into office?
I was elected November §, 1808; inducted into office Decembenr 5, 1808,
2 To what political party do you 'belong'.‘
To the Republican 1:@&:‘1:{x
Q. When you were a candidate for office of clerk of the superior court did
you visit d the cam the various sections of Swain County?
A. Yes, sir; I visited recincts.
‘What was the character of the campaign in Swain County in reference
to order and friendly spirit among the people?
A. It was very good.
. What was the character of the elections t]:ron%hout the county in 18982
As to my own tﬁrecinct, Cr it was very quiet; quietest 1 have seen
since I have been in the county,and so far as I have learned in the rest of the
county elections were very quiet.
T. ¥. Davidson, ex-attorney-general of North Carolina, says
(page 285):
The canvass was very vigorous on both sides, and I ose as much po-
litical work was done b{feach political organization as m‘;ver done in tgm
State. The election i as far as came under my observation, was remark-

ably orderly,and I think I have heard fewer complaints of unfairness than
in any other instance within my recollection.

F. A. Luck, newspaper correspondent, says (page 229):

? smm rtunities, if any, you had of becoming acquainted with the
litical tions as they existed in the Ninth Congressional district in
A. Inthe early

of 1808 I was connected with the Waynesville Courier,

and the balance of the year, to the time of the election, Iwas a Bpedai
eorres‘{::ndent for the ashoﬂllg
(iy con'espondent, dxd you visit the various counties com-
0S| ng the Ninth Congressional district, preceding the electionin November,

gt

A. Yes; I visited all the counties in the district, except one, once; some of
them more than once. Iattended superior courts in Jackson, Swain, Macon,
and Cherokee. Then I accompanied Mr. Crawford in his preliminary cam-
pnign in all the wastem oonnttas.

* *

Q. Dld you aceompany Hr. Crawford as a mndidata for Congress in the
Jjoint discussion with Mr. Pearson?

A, I was with them at avery appointment. in the district axcept- two.

* % *
between the political parties as_this progressed.

A, ]Eherytﬁng was pleasant and agreea ;ﬂ and there was no political dis-
Let us now read from the record and see what there is of political
significance in mobbing the negro Mosley. Mr. S. J. May testifies

1 was at the Briartown voting place.
. How far is that from , the county seat?

o Said to be
election

A. Yes, sir—not the lynching, but the crime.

I mean the news of the crime; it was not believed in the morning from the

report; the fact that it was a Democrat that was circulating the news,

ou name any man who wonld have otherwise voted the Repub-

Iimn tmka in the Congreanional race, but who was deterred from so doing
all just a yarn till in the evening.

W. R. Stallcup testified as follows (page 268):
vote in last election, and what official position, if any, did you hold at said
election.

013 P}en.se state theganeralcharacmr of the diseu.ssi be n Mr. Craw-
ford and Mr. Pearson during the: rmmpaig'n‘ and the general state of feeling
turbance anywhere.
This effectually disposes of the claim of general intimidation.
as follows (see page 52 of the record):
g Where were yon on the day of election?
21 miles.
Diddathe news of the lynching affair reach that part of the county on
. When did the news of the 1 g reach there?
. The news was there when I got thera. before the opening of the polls—
first re
we thought it was just done for political purposes at that time.
And on page 53 says:
in consequence of this affair
A. Idon’t think that t.ham was at our precinct; in fact, we thought it was
Examination by contestee:
Q. Please state your name, where yvou reside, and in what precinct did you
AL ].ivgf in Frnnkl_h;ntéhg% s-heam?-on) county; voted at No. 2 precinct; I was
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2. ;Ycre_you at home just before last election?
. Yes,sir.

Q. Do yon know that there was a negro by name of Mosley lynched in
Franklin¥ 1f so, when?

A. Yes: there was a negro of that name lynched on Monday night before
th?;)mﬁt 3 oh oo Whkt Gelm imes this Mosl alleged to

. Do you know w crime or crimes negro Mosley was
have committed? If so, state what information or knowledge you may have
in regard to the same.

A. Yes, sir: he was alleged of attempting to commit the crime of rape on
two ladies. One was the wife of a Republican and the other the wife of a
Democrat, as [ understocd. Well, I got to the house where the assault
was made: in fact, I was the first man there, this lady told me.

4 iél‘_‘,nnt;zstnm objects to the question or to the introduction of hearsay tes-
ony.

g. sState about what time this alleged assaunlt was made.

. About 8 o'clock on Bunday night. .

Q. How soon after this time until you had a conversation with the lady
upon whom this first assanlt was committed?

A. Do not think it counld have been over twominutes. Iwas first attracted
by the ﬁﬁnT of a pistol at Mrs. Monday's; they live about 40 or 50 feet from
me; she told me it was Mitch Mosley or his brother, she did not know which,
but that she thought it was Mitch; I sent a negro boy after John Trotter to

stay with the lg&ly until I could run after Mr. Ashe, the marshal; I started |

after the mars I met Mr. Jones'sson and got him to go after the marshal.
Istayed with that lady until after the negro was arrested.

(Contestant objects to the repetition of a conversation had with a third
gty, and protests that neither the notice of contest nor the answer of con-

tee raises any issue which makes it necessary to expose the details of the
alleged assault or the names of the parties against whom the assault isalleged
to have been made.)

This lady said that the first that she knew the n came to the door of
her room; was in the room when she saw him, and t she asked him what
he wanted; that he made no answer, but went around the foot of the bed and
blew out the light; that she had retired was in She said she ng
out of the bed and took hold of him and ed him out of the room. g hen
she got him to the door she got her and fired at him three or four times.
1 still stayed there until the negro was arrested and brought in the room.

Q. State what knnwleﬂf.}ga or information you may have in regard to the
second assaunlt made ?ggm Mosley.

- A. The first personal knowledge I had was when the negro was taken before
the lady. She said it was the very same man that was in her room a few
minutes before.

Q. Who was the negro she identified as having been in her room?

A. Mitch Mosley.
| Q. Did you hear thislady, upon whom the second assanlt was committed,

. %nyhsta;emonts in regard to thesame? If so, what were the statements
made er

{Congwtant objects and protests on the ground that tbe_teatimong of wit-
ness is not the best evidence. and that no testimony on this particular sub-
ject is material to e:u;g issue in contest.)

A. Yes.sir; Ih her make a statement. She said the man came to the
door and knocked, and wanted to get in to pay the preacher 50 cents he owed
him. She told him he could not come in unless her husband was there. He
then kicked the hall door open; then kicked her room door open; kicked the
clasp off the facin i ‘While he was kicking the door down she got her pistol.
She could not work the pistol—did not know how; he grabbed her. Her fin-

rs were fastened in the guard of the pistol and she could not let it loose.
ﬁe drug her out into the hallway before he got the pistol from her. In get-
ting the pistol from her he tore her fingers considerably. I saw her hand.
Her arm and hand was bloody when I saw her.

Q. Do you know the calling of this lady’s husband, and where he was at
the time of this occurrence? )

A. Yes, sir; he was a minister, and was at the church holding services.

3. Was there anyone at the house of this minister at the time of the as-
sault except his wife?

A. I think not, except three or four small children.

. Did you see one of his little daughters at the time this ne was
brought for identification; and if so, did you hear her make any statement;
what was her and what did she sati; i

Contestant objects on the ground that the testimony is entirely hearsay
and has no bearing whatever uggn an?' allegation either in the notice of con-
mmtﬁénﬁefuﬁw p T.! Froen e tobeSord 1d. Mr.

e girl, from her appearance, to or 9 years old. 5
ﬂﬁa m?td her Eh that was the man that broke into her mother’s room; she
it was the same man.

.FEa[":ad quite a number of the citizens of Franklin gathered at the resi-
dence of this minister, at this time, when this identification was made, and
did yon notice among them both Democrats and ublicans?

A. There was 18 or 20; there were both Democrats and Republicans.

. Did all of these people who were there hear the statements made both

y y and her little daughter? y

(Contestant objects to the testimony and %l:iest.mn on the ground that it is
purely hearsay and incompetent before an: bunal.)

A, %!ea; all that were in the room heard it, and I think they were most all
in th

2 room.
Q. About how long was it from the time the first assault was made until
these statements were made that you speak of by this lady and her daughter?

A. [ don't think it could have been over twenty minutes.

Q. On the following day did you observe on the streets of Franklin a num-
ber of men gatheredn'ﬁ)guther in different groups; and if so, did yon observe
that in these groups there were both Democrats and Republicans?

A. Yes; there were Democrats, RePublimns. and Populists.

2. State what you knowabout the lynching of this negro on Monday night.

. I know but very little about it, except there was a wonderful crowd; I
think there were at least 800, judging from the size of the crowd.

2‘ Did you hear any objections made to the pro lynching by anyone;
and if so, who was it and what was their politics?

A, I heard a good many men object to the lynching, but can not remember
any names except George Jones, who is a Democrat.

6. State what you know in regard to the disposition made of the body of
this negro, and abont what time was it taken to the undertaker's shop in
Franklin, and how soon after was it removed for burial? i

A. 1t was quite aarlLin the morning when it was brought up; it was taken
from the wagon and placed in the coffin at once, and they had to wait a few
minutes for the lid to be completed; then it was put in wagon and taken off.

. Do you know whether the body was removed the wagon imme-
diately upon its arrival at the undertaker's shop?
A. It was, in a very tew minutes.

Q. About how long, in all, did the body remain at the undertaker’s shop
afterits arrival before it was removed for burial?

A. I don't think it was there as long as one hour.

. Was the route traveled in bringing the body from the bridge to the
ertaker's shop the direct ronte from the one place to the other?

A. Yes, gir.

Q. Was this body removed from the undertaker's shop before the polls
were opened or not, or had it arrived at the undertaker's shop before the
opening of the %olis?

A. It had arrived and was gone before the polls were opened. r

2-. ‘Was there any public exhibition made of the bedy in any manner?

None whatever; the bodghwns covered up with a quilt; I think two or
three darky women observed the body.

Q. Do you know whether or not Jter the lynching the body was taken
charge of by the coroner of the county?

A. Yes, gir; it was.

g. How long have you resided in Franklin?

.Ihavebeeni.nl“‘;'anklinallm{lifa; Iamésyaarsotarga.

Q. Do you know of any Republican voting at either of the lﬁreclnctﬂ in
Franklin who was deterred from voting or from going to the polls in the last
election in consequence of this lynching?

A. No, sir; not one.

Q. What was the character of the election in these two precincts last year
in res to the order that was observed?

A. Perfectly quiet and orderly; no demonstration whatever of disquietude.

Q. Did yon hear this lynching affair mentioned duré?l% the day of the elec-
tion i? any way in connection with politics prejudicial to the Republican

y?
A. None whatever; I think it was entirely nonpolitical.

George A. Jones testified as follows (page 270):

Q. Please state your name, where you reside, in what i:;acimt in which
{21(1 voted in last election, and what office, if any, you have held in the

elfth judicial district in North Carolina.

A. Geo A, Jones; I live at Franklin; voted at last election in No. 1,
Franklin Township; at the time of the last election I was solicitor of the
Twelfth judicial district of North Carolina. -

Q. Were you in Franklin at the time the ;?m Mosley was lynched? And
if so, glme state the circumstances connected with it.

A, I was at Franklin; I was nt the night he was lynched; was present
when he was taken out of the jail, and was present when he was hung; I got
tothe jail about dark, the crowd was then gathering; myself and a few others
succeeded in keeping the mob out of jail until about 8 or 9 o'clock; I gave out,
was sick; they broke the jail open and took him and hung him; there was 100 to
400 men present; Democrats, Republi and Populists were present; part
of the Democra of the Republicans were clamorons to have the
negro lynched; some of the Democrats threw the rope e‘:ip on the bridge to a
Republican, who caught the . pulled it over; they led the horse from un-
der the negro, or he may have fallen off before the horse was led away.

Q. Wa# this incident nsed in any way in connection with ﬁﬁﬁc& and did
it in any way affect the Republican party in Franklin Township?

A. I can not state how it was used by other ipeo e; I am very confident
that it had very little, if any, effect on the election in this township.

. Were you about the polls Sarett;y much all day?
‘Was there about the day.

Q. Did you observe the character of the election; and if so, was it quiet and
ﬁderolge. II;d was there any appearance of commotion or excitement among

e voters

A. 1 think everything was very quiet; I saw no commotion and heard of
none.
froQ' Dotyou lmfow of any et'.'loecitﬁor in c;nr precinct whofw;zsmdfterrhejgg e'lther

m voting or from g e polls in consequence o) C ?

A. Idonot; don't ﬂ]:k there was anyone deterred; don't t.hivx?k Ieversaw

a more quiet election at Franklin. -
. How long have you lived here?
. About twenty-five years.

W. B. McGuire testified as follows (page 273):
Examination by CONTESTEE:

2. ‘What is your name, occupation, and where do you reside?
. W.B. McGuire; I am a mechanic and an undertaker; I reside in Frank-
lin, Macon County, N. C. .

Q. State if you received any information from the coronmer of Macon
Gonntly on the morning of the election of 1883, If so, at what hour?

A. 1did receive some about daylight.

g. In consequence of this information what did you do?

Q. e s i ok d what was done b

3 g in town s what you saw and what was done

immediately thereatter. (i

A. I saw a wagon coming to town with the body of a negro in it; they
brought the negro to my shop; I took him out and put him in mg!shop.

Q. Was the { removed from the wagon immediately on its arrival at
your establishment, and was it covered?

A, }’des. sir; it was taken out just as soon as it got there, and the body was
covered.

Q. Did you make this box after the body arrived, or did you have one
already on hand?

A, IY had one on hand, with the exception of a few minutes' work.

. How loug did the body remain in your shop before its removal for

?
A. A short time; not more than an hour, if that long.
?. Can you fix the time at about which the body was brought to your es-
tablishment?
A. I can not#ix the time exactly; it was between 7 and 8 o'clock.
¢ Q. Wa?g the body on exhibition at any time while it was in your place of
usiness
A. It was not on exhibition; it was uncovered while we had to do some

work.

Q. Did yon recognize it as the body of the negro, Moseley, who had been
lyn,;_hfddj%n the preceding night?

Q. Were you in Franklin on the night that the lynching occurred?

A. Iwasin town a while after dar.

ﬂ; Do you know an
¥ A.

Iy

in regarli'to the time of the removal of the body
e undertaker’s es bﬁiment and its burial?

It was early, before 8 o'clock, for I came down and voted and left town
by 8; }:hey were placing the body in the wagon to take it out for burial as 1
came in. :

Q. How long did yon remain at precinct No. 1 during the dg!

A. Just long enough to vote in the morning; returned a little before sun-
down. and left town in a few minuntes.

. Please state whether or not, in your opinion, the I}'nchiuq of this negro
in any way afl the results of the election in precinet No. L.

o e sty partly thik o SoLed salialy with the Republion parky: 1 0oy
cratic y y that day voted solidly e Republican party. on’
thjqpk é?: Thite h\;ota was nﬁggetgdj;t all. - et o7

. How long have you resi Macon County and what position or posi-
tions have you held in the county?
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A. Practically all of %li!e: Iam 38 years of age; was county physician
several years: was elec representative in 1806,
. Do you know the genersl character of W. R. Stallcup, George A. Jones,
W. B. McGuire, J. L. Barnard, and N. P. Rankin, witnesses heretofore ex-
amined in this case; and if so, what is their characters?
A. The character of all of them is good; there are no better men.

J. F. Ray testified as follows (page 276):
Examination by CONTESTEE:
Q. State your name, where you reside, and where you voted in the last

election.
A, M;qmma is J. F. Ray; Ilive in Franklin, Macon County, and voted in
district No. 1.

. How many times have E;n represented the county of Macon in the gen-
eral assembly of North Carolina? " s

A. Ihave rs?)rf_eaen_ted the county in the house six times, and of the Thirty-
%1;.]11 senato district, of which district Macon County forms a part, one

e.
Q. }Vare youin Franklin on the night that the lynching of Mosley occurred?
A. Iwas. -

% State the character of the crowd that assembled at the jail that night,
with respect to the politics of those present. i

A. There were Republicans and Democrats, and members of all political
parties; I saw prominent Republicans—leading Republicans in the crowd.

% })3 yu'né:ncw of any Republicans who opposed the lynching?

0 no
g. ‘Were there any Democrats present who o it? ;
. Yes; there were several Democrats who tried very hard to prevent it.

2‘. Did yon not oppose this lynching?

I di-f: I tried every way to prevent it, and came very near getting into
a difficulty with a prominent, leading Republican in the county; he said it
should be done; he said the negro should be lgnched that night.

Q. Inthe crowd that went from the jail with this negro tothe bridge where
he was hanged were there not members of all political parties?

A. There were.

. How 10;1& were you at the pollz at your precinct on election day?
About all day. ]

Q. Do you know of any colored man who expressed to you awillingness to
take part in this lynching? ¥

A. Ido. Iheard a prominent colored man, who has nlwnfa been a Repub-
lican, express a desire the day before to head a crowd to lynch the negro.
gatgns a leiuler. go faras mtolﬁgence and honesty goes, of the colored people

e county.

Q. Did royu notnotice on election day in your precinct both Democratsand
HRepublicans whom you had observed the night before in this crowd, inter-
mingli\:lg around the polls, apparently unagitated on account of this affair?

A. Idid; Isaw no excitement or agitation of any kind next day.

Q. Was the election the next day in your precinct a quiet and orderly one?
A, It was in every respect a vory quiet and orderly election.

Senator PRITCHARD, on page 139, says:

Of course I can not undertake to say thatit affected the Republican party
in my eounty, from the fact that n is sitnated gquite a distance from
there, ard I doubt if many of the voters residing in that section were aware
of the fact on the day of the election. However, I am inclined to the opinion
that the voters residing in the adjacent counties were more or lessinfluenced
by the reports which I understand were scattered broadcast by the Demo-
cratic newspapers.

That the vote in Macon County or adjacent counties was not
affected by the lynching will appear from the official returns,

Macon County, (Pages 259, 231.)

1806, 1898,
Adams, Democrat .o.cceeecncnnnn 1,129 | Crawford, Demoerat....ccaca..e 1,066
Pearson, Republican ............ 834 | Pearson, l'-lepuhlimn ............ 040
Democratic majority...... Z5 i)emacmtjc majority ...... 120

Franklin precincts (Macon County).

No. L
No. 2.
No. L.
No. 2
Number registered colored voters in Franklin precinet No. 1._...co...... 2
Nomiber who vobet ..o ecrste e s e rim s 28
Number registered colored voters in Franklin precinct No. 2.. 29
Number who yobed o o L T W
Jackson County. (Pages 258, 259.)
1896. 1808,
Adams, Democrat. ....cacceeaaoo 1,004 | Crawford, Democrat........... 1,166
Pearson, Republican............ Pearson, Republican............ 79
Democratic majoﬁl'y ..... 185 Democratic majority ..... 187
Swain County. (Page 197.)
= 1884, 1808,
Adams, Democrat.......ccez.... 810 | Crawford, Democrat............ =
Pearson, Republican......_..._. 543 | Pearson, Republican. .. ........ 686
Democratic majority -.... 267 Democratic majority ..... 48

I would gladly quit now and let you take the report of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr, RoBERTS], and with it the views
of the minority, and if you would read, then I would gladly sub-
mit this case. I say to you, gentlemen, that I am very much in
earnest about this case. I mean what Isay, I believe the con-
testee is entitled to his seat; and I beg of you as conscientious Rep-
resentatives to take the views of the minority and to take the re-
E‘oﬂ; of the majority and read them before you vote to-morrow.

ake the record with you and read it, and say after doing so where
your vote ought to be cast to-morrow, ;

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has

ired.
r. MIERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask that I may be per-
mitted to procsed to a conclusion. -

The SP]EAK ER protempore. The gentleman from Indianaasks
that he may conclude his remarks. Is there objection? [Aftera
pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Because there was an ill-tempered
speech delivered 500 miles away from this district; becaunseit was
read to some one after the election, without any statement that
anybedy in this district was influenced by the speech—indeed,
we know no one could have been influenced—it is not enough to
say that somebody may have known of this speech and may have
been influenced by it. You have no right to say that., If you
charge that anybody was influenced, it is your bounden duty to
prove it. I say to you as a Representative on this floor that no
witness has testified that he heard or read the speech before the
election, yet they come here and charge general intimidation.

I saw a few moments aio a map out in the lobby showing a
great black line, as long as half across this room, to indicate some-
thing. What if there is a black belt down there? If thereisno
proof that anybody has been deceived or bribed or browbeaten
or made the subject of any violence, what are you going to do
about it? Are you going to say, * The district is Republican; the
Democrats are in the minority; and we in this House will throw
out the man who had courage and Americanism enough in his
veins in the Fifty-second Congress to lay aside politics and vote
for a man he thought was elected.” :

We next come to the city of Asheville, with nine precincts, which
cast a vote of 2,567, The report of the majority seeks to throw
out the vote of the entire city and thus disfranchise 2,567 voters,
For what? Because a witness—W. J. Harrison—was arrested.
This witness was arrested three months after the election and on
the occasion of taking the testimony of this contest, after he had
testified as a witness, in which testimony he had plainly commit-
ted perjury by charging the council conducting the examination
for contestee with an offer to bribe. Let me call your attention,
first, to the testimony as given by this man Harrison. (See the
record, page 123.)

W. J. Harrison, being duly sworn, says (page 123):

2. ‘What is your name, and where did you vote at the last election?

. W. J. Harrison, and I voted in the second precinct at Asheville,

Q. State whether any money was paid or offered to you, or to any other
Republican voter, within your knowledge, by any Democrats to vote the
Democratic ticket at the last election. It so, state all the circumstances.

A. Was none paid to me? There was money offered to me to vote tha
Democratic ticket. I was on Patton avenne, in Asheville. Mr. Craig—Mr.
Locke —a Democratic candidate for the legi.alatum& called me to him
and asked me if [ would vote with him. I told him that Idid not know; that
1didn’t see no way that I could vote for him, and heard him speak. saying
that he would fix the negroes s0 when he got to Raleigh that he would not

ive him any more trouble; and he says to me, that was only lies that the
ublican party had talked into us colored people for a election scheme. I

told him that I would see him again.
[ never seen him any more till three or four days before the election, and
he called me to his room, and [ went, and he told me that he would give me a
good deal of money to vote as many colored peoﬁale as I could. I asked him
ow much would he give me, and he asked me how many could I think that
I conld vote. Itold him that I did not know; that the most of the colored
heard hisspeech; then he walked outand broufht in Mr. Murphy,
he talked with me. He asked me how many could I vote for them this
election, and I asked him what was in it. He says that he would insure me
that I wounld get pay for mi trouble. I told him that that did not suit me; I
wanted to know howmuch ewasgo{nf togiveme. Hesays,* Thathe would
see that I got §70 to put in 25 votes,” 1 told him that I would see him again.

Then, on Sundag. I was gai'n%g wn Patton avenue and Mr. Craig called
me in his office and there I met Mr. Murphy again, and he says to me, **I be-
lieve that you are trying to seek a flaw in us." I says, “If you think that,
let me walk the streets and don'tcallme.” Mr, Craigsays, “%{a isall right.,"
and Mr. Murphy says. **If you fool about and get into our secrets and give
us away, I'll be damn if I don't kill yor." Isays, “Let the hair go with the
hide,” and I walked out. Then I never scen Mr. Murphy, at least no other
conversation with him any more, till after the election, and he asked me one
day did I have a family here; I told him Fdid. He says, * Richmond is going
to test the election, and if you will leave here I will help pay your way, but
if you stay here and testify against us, you may look ont." I says, *You
have threatened me enough; I will tell it if I die.” Ileft him then.

Q. Please state what official ition in the Democratic organization that
Mr. Murphy held at the time of this conversation.

A. He was chairman of the Democratic party.

Q. Don’t Eou know that your statement to the notary here tu-nightisa
plmfﬁﬁﬂ 1, malicious, and corrupt perjury, and a lie out of the whols
clo

A. It is the truth; you knows it and God knows it.
W. J. HARRISON.

Mr. J. D, Murphy testified most positively that the statement
of the witness Harrison was unconditionally false. See record,
page 289, where he says:

J. D. Murpl%%. being duly sworn, says that the statement made by the
colored man. W. James Harrison, that Mr. Locke Craig and J. D. Murphy
offered him §75 or any other amount, as far as this affiant knows, bafore the
last election, and that J. D. Murphy after said last election threatened his
life, is utterly false and without any foundation in fact; that he never spoke

to the said colored man in his life, as he is aware of, and did not know him.
J. D. MURPHY.

It does not appear from the record that a single witness whose
name was called, or any other witness, was absent on account of
the arrest of Harrison, or that any effort was made to examine

people had
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them or anyone else in Buncombe County or the city of Asheville.
The majority seek to bring this case within the rule laid down in
the case of Featherstone vs. Cate. In the argument before the
House (see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 104, page 1916) Mr,
Rowell said:

In Independence precinct a proposition of law isinvolved; whoever by his
unlawful act prevents the taking of testimony intended to prove an allega-
tion upon which issue is joined thereby admits the truoth of the testimony
nlreudFj’rO taken, and that it proves whatever it purports to prove—what it
fg?é]l‘; ttc;' l1:13;'\:n'e——and therefore the testimony of Powell must be taken asabso-

Which we concede to be good law, and are perfectly content
that that precedent shall govern in this case, which is, where one
unlawfully prevents the taking of testimony upon which issue is
joined, he thereby admits the testimony already taken and that it
proves whatever it tends to prove. Applying that rule to this
case, the only witness who has testified is the witness Harrison,
and he testified that money had been offered him and he refused
to accept it. Taking his statement as true, under this rule no
elector was bribed nor was the result of the election in any way in-
terfered with. Besides, the record, on page 126, discloses the fact
that the witness Harrison was called to testify with reference to
precinct No. 2. No mention is made in his testimony of any of
the other eight precincts, The notary's statement in the record
is as follows:

# & & The witness Harrison was the first witness, as I remember, that
was placed on the stand in regard to Asheville ct, No.2, and this oceur-

rence was in the presence of several other witnesses, who were present o
testify with regard to the matter in dispute with regard to Asheville, No. 2.

Ee above is the statement of the notary as to the facts as he saw and heard
em.
[sBAL.) JOSEPH J. HOOEER, Notary Public.

Notwithstanding the witness’s statement that no bribe was
accepted, and the record showing the witness's testimony was
confined to precinct No. 2, the majority report proposes to throw
ount the entire nine precincts composing the city of Asheville and
disfranchise nearly 3,000 voters, because at most counsel for the
* contestee committed the imprudence of having the perjurer ar-
rested who had testified with reference to only one precinct.
‘Who ever heard such a contention in a judicial proceeding or in
nonpartisan investigation? I submit the majority report on this
subject, like many others, is not founded either on the facts or the
law or precedents, but was concocted in the fertile mind of the
contestant, who, by some means, hypnotized five members of the
majority who signed this report.

There was one member, Mr, DRISCOLL, of New York, who wounld
not be a party to this partisan report and refused to join in the
ountrage sought to be perpetrated by this report and will decline
and refuse to vote for the resolution declaring the contestant en-
titled to the seat. Will you who constitute the majority of this
House follow his high, conscientions, patriotic stand and consider
this case on its merits, or will you follow the other five members
and do the bidding of the contestant, who was repudiated by many

ublicans of the district and by a clear majority of itselectors?
Ichallenge your judgment and not your partisanship. If this
case is tried by that rule, I have no question but this House will
repudiate the re&ort of the majority.
ere is one other contention that I feel constrained to consider
that is quite as andacious as either of the propositions I have dis-
cussed. The majority report contends that the ballot box at
Marble precinct was stuffed by one J. V, Parker, Briefly let me
turn to the record, on page 208, and quote from the testimony
of J. C. Anderson:

Q. Btate whether or not you was at Marble grecinct in this munt? at the
election of November8, 1898, And if so, what official duty did yon perform?

A. Yes; I was there; I was one of the registrars. .

. State what you know about one Joseph Parker putting any tickets into
the box after he had voted, and all you know about it.

A. T saw Joseph Parker stick some tickets in the State box; I thonght only
two; if there was over two, I did not see them.

f ;V“r{g y;);ls g;'sent when the votes were counted out?

Q. State \ghathera.n tickets were thrown out of that box and not connted.
If 8o, how many and what kind?

A. Two tickets were thrown out and not counted. They were Democratic
tickets. The judges and registrars to lay out two tickets to counter-
balance the two that Parker put in the box-after he had voted.

. What was the character of your election at Marble precinct in 1808¢
. It was good; no disturbance at all.
Q. Atthe time Parker put in these two tickets, what was his manner?
A. It seemed to me like he done it in a kind of jesting way. He done it

openlg— )
2. t remark did he make at the time?
. As well as I remember, when he picked up the ballots he said, " Boys, I
believe I will vote; ™ put the two tickets in after‘that.

. What party did you represent as

The Republican party.
. You know John gxlmer!
Yes, sir.

. What duty did he perform there that day?
. He was a judge of election.
‘What is his general character, if you know it?

It is good.
At agout. what time of the day were those extra tickets put in the State
at Marble precinct by Mr. Joseph Parker?

Iam not positive, but I think it was something near the middle of the

POPO

no

bo:

&

Q. Was there any more voting done at that precinct that day after that
tima? And if you answer yes, state, in your opinion, about how many votes
were cast after this occurred. :

_A. There was other voting done; about half the voters had voted at the
time Parker put in these extra ballots.

Q. Were these tickets put in by Parker allowed toremain in the box among
the other tickets from about the middle of the day till the polls ciosed?

A. They were not taken out until after the polls had closed.

. What did the judges and officers of the election say to Parker when he
stuffed this box?

A. As well as I remember, after he had put the tickets in the box, Mr.
Palmer, one of the judges, said to Parker, ** Why did you do that? and ha
(Parker) said * Why, that 1s nothing; I have did that here before several
times," and Parker then said, as well as I remember, that ** You can just lay
out those two ballots and not connt them."

Q. Did not Parker say at first that he had put three tickets in thisbox, and
:ft,egwéards that he had only put one in, and at lust agreed that he had put

woin

A. Noj; I did not hear that.

g: To what Eolmcnl rty does Joseph Parker belong?

I reckon he is a Democrat; I have never placed him; I have always
heard that he was a Demoerat; I have heard of him voting both ways; he isa
school-teacher.

2. Was Mr. Parker drinking on the day of election?

. If he was I did not know it.
dr%lrgoos that Mr. Parker enjoy the reputation of being a man who never

A. He may drink some liquor; I never saw him drunk.

2. Does not Mr. Parker enjoy the reputation of being a sober man?

Q

He does. -~
. Were the registration books for Marble precinct kept open during the
days designated for registration of electors at the polling placa?
A. Not at the polling place: they wers kept open about half a mile from
the polling place; they were kept open at Morrow's store.
Q. Igiﬁ you hear the Democratic campaign speeches during the last cams

paign?
A. Idon't think I heard any except Crawford, which sgaech that T heard
was heard before the joint discussion between Pearson and Crawford began.,
gii Was tl;e place where you say the registration book was kept open a
mblic place ;
f A. It was a publie place; more public than the [mﬁiu? place.
. Did the public generally know where the registration books were kept?
. The public knew where the registration book was kept open; we gave
notice bg posting at the new place of registration on Morrow
door, and everybody knew about it.

John Palmer says (page 209):

Q. Were youat the election in November, 1898, at Marble precinct, in Cher-
okee County; and if so, what duty did yon perform there that day?

A, I was judge of election at that precinet and was present all day.

Q. State what you know about one Joseph Parker a}:_»lm;tin;.-; some extra bal-
lots or tickets, if gg. in the Congressional box, and ail you know about it.

A. About 1 o'clock Parker came there and voted, and in about half an hour
or an hour he spoke to me in a joking manner and said, *'I believe I will vote
again.” He ste{)ped behind an cEicked up some tickets lying on a barrel and
he put in two straight State tickets, to the best of my knowledge, making
about three or four efforts befora sticking them down. Myself and the other
judges at counting time at night when we o;zened the boxes agreed that it
would be a square and a fair count to take out those two tickets, and the two
tickets were not counted.

o:% Were those tickets that were taken out and not counted voted for Craw-

b or for Pearson?

A, They were Crawford tickets—Democratic tickets.

There is nothing in this transaction save the witness Parker
wanted to appear a little smart before the public. In open day-
light in the {)s ence of the bystanders and election officers he put
in two ballots. He being a Democrat, the election officers, com-
posed of Republicans, Fusionists,and Democrats, agreed that the
fair thing would be to take out two straight Democrat tickets
and not count them. This was done, everybody satisfied, and no
harm done, and yet the majority has signed a report saying that
this entire poll should be thrownout. Again, Isubmit thisreport
is a rank piece of partisanship, and those signing it have been
made a tool of by the contestant, who has been nagging at them
in season and out of season. [ repeat, will this House be partisan
or will it be patriotic and just?

‘We now come to the next contention—that is, the ballot box at
South Waynesville. The first irregularity com]iluiued of is that
the ballot boxes were not inspected, and the ballots were placed
in a ballot box containing other ballots. First, let us go to the
record and see what the witnesses say about it.

J. H. Mull, a Republican and judge of election at this precinct,
being a witness for contestant, says (page 66):

g. Did the judges and registrars open and examine the boxes before the
voting began? 5

storehouse

A. No.
. Who, besides the judges and registrars, if anyone, were present and
S in receiving and counting the ballots? -
A. Idon't know who all were sworn into it.
. Who aided and assisted that were not sworn, if anyone?
I don't know that there were any that were not sworn.
2. ‘Who counted the ballots out of the State box?
. W. W. Stringfeild took them out of the box and called the names over
and handed them to J. H. Brendle, who dropped them over in another box.
. Who brought the boxes to the polls that morning?
I don't recollect who it was. }
2. In eounting the ballots out of the State box, state what yon found.
. We found a bunch of old tickets—maybe the box abount one-third full
. 'What was done with these old tickets?
They were looked over, and saw that they were old tickets and laid
them over on the table.
Q. Do you know or remember how many ballots had been counted out of
the State box before you knew of the presence of the old tickets?
A. There were but very few found after we discovered the cld one.
E:Whoﬁrstdmon' vered these old tickets in the box?
Major Stringfeild. .
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Q. State what Major Stringfield did or said as soon as these old tickets
wam discovered.
A. He said that we had voted in on a lot of old tickets.
2 To whom did he impart this information?
To the judge and those present.
2 done, Mr. Mull?
He ;ust looked over them and laid them on the table
2 Did anyone else look over the tickets?
Mr. Brendle, the clerk, was standing right by him,
2 ‘Was Mr. Brendle reglstmr?
I think he was.
% Did you n}x&\i?inotany of these tickets?
Q. Do yon lmow, or do you not know, for whom Mr. Brendle voted in the
election of 1598
I do not.
M know to what political party Mr. Brendle belonged in 18087
bonf. ongs to what he calls the third party, I think; I am not positive
'y

Q. Wara any of these old tickets counted either for Mr, Pearson or Mr.

Cra
I cm t answer that %Jest-ion: I don’t think that they were.
2‘ Mr. Mnll, for whom did you vote for Congreas?

Ww. D. Young, Republican and witness for contestant, says

(page 68):
ﬁ Where were the registration books kept open on the days set apart for

A, The were kept in Mr. Faucett's office, on Main street in Waynesille.
Q. 'ntl'.’y books ﬁ?;e not kept open, then, for registration at the polling

A. No, sir; not at the voting
Q. Were you present at South Waynesville box in the evening when the
counting out was gont If so, p!.ea.sa state who was doing the coun
and what ocen
A. T was present at that box when the counting out occurred, and Major
Btringfield was takinji[trha bailots out of the box and reading them off and
uﬂed t.hem over to Brendle as he would call them. . Brendle was
trars of the election. Mr, Mull was there. He was one of the
gu He was counting out of another box1 R;o bably. Major
eld was co-nnting out of the State box, I think. Bramlett was
there. He was another one of the judges. When t.hey the ballots out
down toward the bottom of the bnx they found me old tickets that had

been voted two years og like some that been voted two years
rﬁs g‘hsag tickets were t.ate tickets and contained the names of the candi-
'or Congre

g Did u e:mmine an of these tickets?

d at them, idn't look at all of them. Major called attention
to the fact when he found the old tickets in the hox. md the X sorted them
out, the Pearson and Crawford tickets from the dams tickets,
only the Pearson and Crawford tickets were eanntad, the Penrson and Adams
tickets were not connted at all.

Q. About how many of the Pearson and Adams tickets were found in the
box, and what was done with them, if you know?

A. T conldn’t tell how many thera were. There might have been some

oet]mr tickets in there. There rmxk;. have been some two or three hundred,

maybe more, maybe less, I don't know what they did with them; I do know
they wasn't coun
* [ % * *

Q. Assuming that the rag‘istmt;lon books in South Wnynecvﬁla precinet
were kept open at Mr. Faucett's oﬂﬁm, can you state that any voter qualified
to reglsber was prevented from so doing?

A, 1 don't think that there was.
3 Werenntthaaatickets that were cast for Crawford and Pearson easily
a.n readil suishsbetmmthaclmofticketst.hatynnmnoldhckeh'
A. Yes; I cou.ld tell the old tickets from the new tickets, or anybody else
s e SRB L
you know notice was given by here the reg-
istration books wonld be kept o;pen. and that everybody entitled to register
had an oppnrtnnity of so do’

A. Yes, there mnotioe ven where it would be ke?t open at 1 thj.nk
that everybot.!ly registered that had a right to register, as

W. H. Faucett, witness for contestee, says (page 212)

Q. Please state the location of your office, in which some of the voters
were regllig:red with respect to the polling place; and how far is it from the

])Ol.l.l.nﬁ P 2
A. My office is on Main street and about 150 yards from the polling place
not over that. There was no fire at the po place, and the regl.straﬁon
was at my office as a matter of convenience to the ars,
Q Did not every voter in South Waynesville p ct entitled to register
rtunity of so doing?
f heard of no oomp!alnt from anyone, and nobody objected to the
mgistrat:lon bemg done in my office.
] * » L
2 W'h did yo u fail to enmine the boxes as the law requires
I never thought of it,and did not know it was the duty of nhe registrars

to do a thing of that kind.
You acted as one of the registrars?

h%;“md yon record the names of the newly registered voters for the last
:}OA.krgome of them, and Corkran some of them; the other registrar was H.B.
rkran

Maj. W. W. Stringfield, witness for contestee, says (page 213):

i Btate ytmr , occupation, and where you voted in the last election.
Iam neuly yenrs old; am a civil engineer; voted at South Waynes-

Q wm t.ima did you arrive at the polls, nndwerayou sworn in as an elec-
tion officer; and if so, for what pu or purposes?

A, Iarrived about 7 o'clock was summoned by Sheriff Haynes and
sworn in by Squire Faucett to act asclerk and to aid generally in conducting
the election, as I nnderstood m‘f duties.

Q. Did you record in the poll book the names of the electors who voted that
dainBouthWhgn Yite ct, and were these names entered as the
ballo

A I the name of the voter was announced at the door when the voter
presented i:umselr to vote and offered his ballot to the officer, but the name
was not recorded until the registrars reported that the party offering to vote
was properly registered

Q. State what other act you performed as an officer of the election that

XXXIIT—335

A. Bome time in the afternoon the Democratic judge was called home on
account of a sick child, and I assisted at the request of the other officers and
took his place toa oert&i.u extent. After the polis were closed I took charge,
under the direction of thetwo judges, Bramlett and Brendle, of the Con
sional box and counted the tickets out of that box. When we neared the
bottom of the box I noticed quite a number of tickets which upon investiga-
tion I found to be old county tickets of two years ago, that by some inadvert-
ence had been left in the box.

Assoon as [ saw this I held my hands both over the box open, and %uite a
number w around to see what was the trouble. Insed abou thesa
words: has been some mistake here; there are a lot of last year's
tickets left in this box.” Several persons gatherednrﬂund tolook, and think-
ing that some of them were getting too near [ warned them and made them

stand back. Among those t I recollect are Mr. W. D. Young, Republican;
J. K. Boone, clerk of the court, and H. R. Fe m. I then carefu looked
through the tickets—the old tickets. These old tickets, I might my. seemed

to be evanl{mttered over the bottom of the box and were somewhat dis-
oolored with age, and were of a smaller size than the new tickets voted that

{ and were easily discernible.

carefully went throughall these old tickets, and I perhaps found one or
two recently-voted tickets. I remember counting two Republican tickets
with the names of Mr, Populist candidate for Congress. After a
careful investigation of all ckets in that box, these old tickets were all
put into another box, locked up, and the key given to Mr. Brendle, the Re-
Eaflimn jndge—I mean the Po'pg‘llst judge. new tickets were put in the
been originally vo into. My recollection is that Mr,

Bramlett toog the keys to that box,

Q. Were not all of the ballots which were cast for the Congressional can
dates in South Waynesville precinct in the election of 1808 counted for t.he
candidates for whom they were cast?

A. I think so; no doubt about that.
Q Please examine the book which I now hand ‘E_on, and state if it contains
correct list of the alacbora wha voted in SBouth Waynesville precinct in 1583,
Andi.l'so, is the same in handwriting, and were the names of the voters
entered as they came to ba]lot boxes and voted?

A, This is a list of votes cast in 1598 at South Waynesville precinct for
Jjudges of superior court, judges circuit court, Congress, State senate, county
representative. Those names were entered as the men voted, and were num-
bered; same is in my handwriting; numbers run up to 805,

F. W. Miller, deputy clerk of the court, on cross-examination
was ordered by contestant to count the “old tickets” which had
%n preserved in a box and put in the custodyof the clerk (page

)e

Q. Without the names on the several tickets, please count and
st.ate the total number of ballots in that box.

. Three hundred and fifty-seven.

. Did yon find among these tickets any ballots for Congress in 18087 If
so, how many. and for w. ocl:n‘liral'et;hagll voted?

A. I found 2 which are not included In the 857 for William T. Crawford for
Conzrem. These 2 were regular State and Congressional Democratictickets
cast in election of 1888,

* * * * ® ® *

. Please examine the book which I now hand you and state what it is.

It is the record of elections.

Q Plense examine same and state how man; votes were cast in Bouth
E:ednet in 1806, in the aggregate, for candidates for the office
ywood County, and give the names of the candidates for that

A Themamﬁavates- the candidates were W. J. Haynes and W, B, Fer-

Wem these not the candidates whose names appear upon the old tickets
in (t?ha box which you counted at the request of the contestant?
es, sir.
2 How many tickets did vou say that you discovered in that box?

Three hundred and fifty-seven.

. In thesame box did yon not find two Democratic tickets with the names
of the Democratic candidates for jud&:of the supermr and circuit courts,
for Representative in the Fift; dgx;m. Ninth Congressional district,
nni !oYr mli;:ltor of the eltt.g judicial ict, voted for in 18081

. Yes, gir,
%m\l:'ere these two tickets intermingled with the old county tickets voted

A. Yes, sir.

Q. Please examma the record of elections and state how many votes Mr.
Pearson received for Congress in South Waynesville precinct in 1806, and
also how many votes he received at the same precinct for the same office in

A. He received 84 votes in 1806 and 77 votes in 1808.
Q. Please examine the poll book for South Waynesville precinct and state

how many names a u; thesamasahavinsvotedut that precinct
th:alectignhoid in o » it
A. Three hundred and ninety-five.

Q. Please examine the book which T now hand you and state what it is,
A. Itisthe record of elections.
Q. State how many votes were

cast, in the te, for candidates for
tha office or Haywood County in Sou aynesville precinct in
:ai the vote of ea.ch ate.
A, ?ﬁ total number is 393. Of this number W. J. Hayes, Democratio
und:g%‘o. received 328, and Wilburn R. Davis, Republican candidate, re-
calv

Q Plem examh‘le the same record and state how many votes, in the
mdld.uhea for Congress in Bouth Waynes
mcbwtln the eloetion ot 1

gci:.%f te uumber of votes rwalvod.

sa:t'irgmcinct by each ot the dates
was 388, William T. Crawford 'Demmr:!c candidate,

moeivad 31 mcrnd

Party mndidato, received 3 votes.

. Republican candia&te. received 77; George
Q Em not t.he ballots cast for the candidates for ahern! and the ballots
mt for mndlﬁntes for Congress deposited in separate boxes

2. (hn 7011 state how many boxes there are for each of the precincts?
Yes, sir; there are four.

Taylor Hyatt says (page 225):

. Were you at the polling place in South Wa
d(}ongmsatonnl gpwere being coun

esville precinct while the
Bta out?
Q. Bmta who oou.nbad these ballots. And what did you observe as this

draadmtickets.mduthamn

ron.nd sumausﬁﬂ in the bottom of the box, which he wut.heold
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ecounty tickets, Well, the old county tickets were looked through and were
put back in the box.
Q. ‘\Fere they separated from the tickets that had been voted that day?
A. Yes, sir.

J. K. Boone, ex-clerk of superior court, says (page 225):

. Btate your age, occupation. and where you voted in last election.

.lam ﬂy’ years old; I have just retired from the office of the clerk of the
superior court of Haywood County; am not at present eng‘n.ged in any spe-
c{axie business; I voted in North precinct of Waynesville Township in last
election.

Q. When did you retire from the office of clerk of superior court of Hay-
wood County, and how long had you been connected with the said office,
either as deputy or as clerk?

A. Iretired from the office the first Monday in December, 1888; was con-
nected with the oftice as deputy before I was appointed clerk; I was clerk of
the court for eighteen years.

Q. Were you in South Waynesville precinct during the election held there
in 18687 If so, at what time, and what did you observe, if anything, with re-
spect to the eounting out of the ballots in the State and Congressional box?

A. I'was at the polls twice during the day—first, going to my dinner at
noon, and at night, when the votes were being counted out; I live abont a
hundred from the voting place in South Waynesville precinct, and on
the street which divides the two precincts. I entered the room where the
votes were being connted out about 9 o'clock, or shortly afterwards, and re-
mained there until the counting was completed and the returns signed up;
I filled out several of thereturnsas to names and the number of votes; I was
engaged in filling up the blanks while the count proceeded; I was filling out
blanks to assist in completing the count as soon as possible, and same was
perhaps done at the request of some of the judges: when the count of the
vote was very nearly mlet&d in the State an ressional box Major
Springfield, who was ng the ballots, stated that he observed some old
county tickets in the box, and called attention to the fact to the judges and
registrars and others present; I think he asked what they must do about it;
some one suggested to count out all the ballots cast in the election of 1898,
and examine the box mrefullf and see that they %ot them all out; he did so,
at that suggestion, taking all the new votes ont from the top withont dis-
turbing the old votes, or as much soas ble; after that was done he looked
throngh the ballots in the box—the old ballots, county tickets—and stated
t?iat tge t:éd balluts and the new ones had been separated and the new ones
all counted.

Q. Did you hear Major Stringfield state that all of the ballots cast that
day for Congressional candidates had been counted for the candidates for
whom they were cast?

A. I did; that is my recollection, that all the tickets had been counted that
had been cast that day; 1 will state that [ suggested that the old 15896 as well
as the 15888 tickets be preserved and put in separate boxes, that in case of any
trouble about the matter the tickets would all be qreeerved for both elec-
tions—for and 1598; this was done and the boxes locked and delivered to
me as clerk of the superior court; with the assistance of the judges we brought
them to the court-house and deposited them; the returns were all signed up
there in the room: one copy was delivered to meas clerk of the court, and an-
other carried by one of the judges to the court-house and delivered to the
register of d : I think Mr. J, M. Brendle delivered the copy to me.

Q. Please examine the two boxes now before youn and state whether or not,
in your opinion, these are the two boxes in which the old county tickets of

1895 and the State and Con, onal tickets voted in 1898 were deposited for
preservation, as suggested by yon, as stated above.
A. These are the boxes.

The poll book in the office of the clerk of the superior court of
Haywood County shows that the number of persons who voted in
South Waynesville precinct in the election of 1858 was 895 (p.223):

Conmnal box: County box—For sheriff:

Davis, Republican _........... 65
Haynes, Democrat ............ 328
"33

Thus demonstrating to a mathematical certainty that the tickets
were not confused and were properly separated, except the con-
testee was the loser of two votes which were taken out by mistake
and placed with the old ballots and not counted in his favor. Yet
the majority re&ort contends for the astounding proposition that
the electors of South Waynesville precinet shall all be denied the
right of having their ballots counted and the contestee refused a
majority of 236 that was given him at that precinct because of a
mistake of the election officers, when it is demonstrated to a
mathematical certainty that the mistake wronged no one except
the contestee of two votes. This brings us to the further con-
sideration of this precinct for the reason that it is contended by
the majority report that the registration law has been violated.

Theirregulantycg;llaiplainadofisthatthere istration books were
kept open at a place different from that named in the statute. The
facts are-they were kept open at a place 150 or 200 yards away, as
a matter of convenience for the electors and the registrars, and of
which notice was given, where every elector had an opportunity
and did register. The majority contends that the registration
law is mandatory, and the fact that registration was had at a
different place from that named in the statute renders the elec-
tion held void, a contention not supported by precedent and in
violation of the law as laid down by every respectable law writer.
Let us first turn to the record and see what the facts are.

W. D. Young, Republican, and witness for contestant, says
(page 71):

. Don't you know that notice was given by the trars where the
ist?ation bo&;a would be keg:; open, angig that zvarym entitled to reg‘lsrti.g-

had an opportunity of so doing
A. Yes, sir; there was notice given where it would be kept open at; Ithink
that everybody registered that had a right to register. as far as I know.

. How far is it from Esquire Faucett's office, on Main street, where you
say that the {::mks were kept open, from the voting place in Sounth Waynes-
ville precinct!?

A. Two hundred yards, I guess; 230, or something like that.

W. H. Faucett, witness for contestee, says (page 212):

. Please state the location of your office, in which some of the voters were
g w?eregl, with respect to the polling place; and how far is it from the poll-
Z place?

A. My office is on Main street and abont 150 yards from the polling place;
not over that. There was no fire at the polling place, and the registration
was at my office as a matter of convenience to the registrars.

Q. Did not everly voter in South Waynesville precinct entifled to register
have an opportunity of so doing?

A. Yes; 1 heard of no complaint from anyone, and nobody objected to the
registration being done in my office.
* * * ® ® L ]

2. Why did you fail to examine the boxes as the law requires?

. Imever thought of it, and did not know it was the duty of the registrars
to do a thing of that kind.
. You acted as one of the registrars?

. Yes. '
o Q&-Di';‘ you record the names of the newly registered voters for the last
ection
e A. Some of them, and Corkran some of them; the other registrar was H. B.
orkran.
The supreme court of North Carolina. In the case of Newsom
vs. Earnheart (86 N. C., 391) it was held that—

‘Where notice was given by a registrar that the registration of voters wonld
take place at his residence, and he kept the books and actually registered the
voters at his store, some 30 yards distant, having left word at the house for
{:mns_ applying there to come to the store, the irregularity did not vitiate

e registration or the election held under it.

In Quinn vs. Lattimore (120 N, C.), decided by the present su-
preme court, which is Republican, it is held—

That a qualified elector can not be deprived of his right to vote and the
theory of our Government that the majority shall govern be destroyed by
either the willful or neglizent acts of the registrar, a sworn officer of the
law. This would be self-destruction, governmental suicide.

L ® L ] > L] - * L 3

It shall be the duty of the feneral assemnbly to provide, from time to time,
for the registration of all electors, and no person shall be allowed to vote
without registration, or to register without first taking an oath tosupport the
constitution. (Const., art. 6, sec. 2.)

In construing these provisions of the constitution we should keep in mind
that this isa government of the peogle, in which the will of the people—
the majority—legally expressed, must govern, and these provisions and
acts providing for elections should be liberally construed that tend topromote
& fair election or expression of this popular will

The second section of article 6 was adopted for this purpose, and we are to
presume that all election laws enacted since have been passed with the same
end in view. This section of the constitution provides that the general as-
sembly shall pass registration laws, and that no one shall be entitled to
register without taking an oath, and that no one shall vote who is not reg-
istered. This provision of the constitution, that no one shall be entitled to
register without taking an oath to support the constitution of the State and
the United States, is directed to the registrars, It must be to them, and to
them alone.

® * * & * * ®

These rules are intended for the gnidance an%ﬁommmant of registrars,
which they should observe in the dischargeof their duties as registrars so as
to promote the object to be attained—the free, full, and fair expression of
the will of the qualified voters, as prescribed in section 1, article 6, of the con-
stitution.

* * = * = * -

The object of the law—a fairand full expression of the will of the qualified
voters—must be kept in mind. And if this has been obtained, and no fraud
appears, this court will not look for mere irregularities to defeat this will,

* * * * * A *

A vote received and deposited by the judges of election is presumed to be
a letgal vote, althou%n the voter may not have complied with the requirements
of the registration law; and it then devolves ug:n the party contesting to
show that it was an illegal vote, and this can not be done by showing that the
registration law had not been complied with. A ty offering to vote with-
out registration mibe refused this right for not complying with the regis-
tration law. but if the party is allowed to vote, and his vote is received and
deposited, the vote will not afterwards be held to be illegal if he isotherwise
qualified to vote.

This House has, without any exception, followed the construc-
tion given by the highest courts of a State upon its statutes.

‘Weassert thereisnoanthority torejecta precincton the grounds
of the irregularities complained of. MecCrary says (section 140):

It is not to be presumed that the legislature in preseribing the mode of
proceeding intended to make the right to vote of persons whose names are on
&e regi ters dfrepcit_ld upon th: i;baf]l;vanco by El].w registigra%snn orﬂioers o.talal

e minu ections respec e preparation of the list of registere
voters, To consider such mvis?ons a.s? mandatory would render the consti-
tutional right of suffrage liable to be defeated, without fault of the elector,
by the fraud, caprice, or negligence of the inspectors

The court of appeals in an able and well-considered opinion in
the case of The People vs. Wilson (62 N. Y,, 188), constructed the
following section of the New York election law, to wit:

And no vote shall be received at any annual election in this State unless
the name of the person offering to vote is on the said register, made and com-
pleted as hereinbefore provided, preceding the election; and any person
whose name is on the ster may be clmﬁ enged, and the same oaths shall
be put as are now prescribed by law. This section shall be taken and held
by every judicial and other officer as mandatory and not directory, and any
vote which shall be received by the said inspectors of election in contraven-
tion of this section ghall be void and £hall be raiect-ed from the count in any
legislative or judicial scrutiny into any result of the election.

The court said:

If an exact compliance by the inspectors with these directions is essential
to the right of an elector to vote, elections will often fail and voters will be
deprived without their fault of an opportunity to vote.

The court further said that—

1t often happens that the inspectors of election are men unacquainted
with the duties of the position and the numerous and sometimes complicated
provisions of the election laws. The statute does not create the right to
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vote. It exists
election officers failed to qualify or to certi
that the result was changed by the om
general tenor of authority.

# & % Tghold that the omission of the inspectors to organize the board
of registry in precise accordance with the statute, or their failure to take
the oath of office, or to certify the register, were jurisdictional defects which
rendered the raz;lster void and the whole vote of the ward illegal, would be
to deprive the citizens of their most important political rights, without an
opportunity to be heard. For the reason stated, we are of opinion that the
mpﬁ:g of the court on the trial rejecting the vote of the Second Ward on the
ground that the register was not made and completed, as required by the
-registry act, was erroneous.

The celebrated case of State vs. Wood (38 Wisconsin) says
(page 87):

And if failure or error in duty of inspectors, of which voters have no no-
tice in fact, could operate directly or indirectly to disfranchise voters at the
election, we should encounter the same difficulty in sustaiming the statute
under the Constitution. Nonfeasance or malfeasance of public officers conld
have no effect to impair a personal vested, constitutional right,

We see no such purpose in the registry law. Surely it would be a strange
attempt to frot,ect the elective franchise and preserve the purity of elections
to put it In the power of inspectors of elections, by careless accident or cor-
rupt design, to disfranchise constitutional voters. That, we take it, would
be the actual effect of avoiding elections where the inspectors use defective
or irregular registers at the election asofficial and valid, Boentrtgopﬁ_:g voters
into dispensing with the proof of their rightl mmred and authorized only
when their names are not registered at the election. We can not think that
such is necessary or admissible construction of the statute.

The same rule applies to the registration place and polling place
(McCrary, section 139):

The removal to another place near by, of which all the voters have due
notice and upon which they act, is not fatal. But the removal to a place
some distance away, of which sufficient notice is not given and by means of
which a portion of the electors are deprived of their rights, will render the
election void. (Ih)

_ In the case of Smith vs. Jackson (Rowell, page 13), Mr, DALZELL,
in submitting the majority report, says:

. In eight districts, in which he had an :ﬁgrﬂg&te vote of 688 and the con-
testant an aggre%ate vote of 1,083, he asked that the total vote be excluded
from the count for various reasons—in one district for one reason and in
another district for another. His proposition will be found to resolve itself
into a demand that the voters of these eight districts shall be disfranchised
for reasons with which the voters themselves had nothing at all to do, for no
fault of theirs. No one will deny that to sustain this contention strong and
convincing reasons must be assigned. * # * 5

Where part of the officers are sworn, others not, the election is valid. Two
things are noted in this connection: i‘irat, that sworn or unsworn, all the
commissioners were de facto election officers; second, that no harm resulted
to anyone, either the public or an individual voter, from their failure to be
mﬁ rly sworn. All unthoritiﬁs?igree that the acts of de facto officers are
to be accepted and treated as valid, so far as the public and the candidates
are concerned. * * #

It is to be observed that no allegation of any specific act of frand is alleged.
Your committee are asked to presume that frand was committed because it
might have been committed, and this in the ab e of any prets that a
single legal vote was excluded from or a single illegal vote was included in
the result announced. Your committee do not know of nng' %;mc'lp]e of law
that would justify them in so finding. They understand the law to be as de-
clared in Mann vs. Cassidy: ** An allegation of fraud committed by an elec-
E&)gcggi}cgr is immaterial unless it be also stated that the result has been

force of the Constitution, and to defeat the rig‘la:lt because
the register, it not _ingshow:i

on, is, as we have said,

Mr, DarzeLL further says in the same case:

Contestes charges that the voﬁnﬁlplwa in this precinct, established by
order of the county court, was McGill's mb-oﬂiee, but that the election was
held at Isaac's Branch schoolhouse, one- to three-quarters of a mile dis-
tant from the post-office. The evidence tends toprove the above statement,
but it is not claimed. nor does the evidence tend to show, that mgp@mn was
deceived or &revented from voting thereby. * * # This calls for the ap-
plication of the rule which protects the voter t disfranchisement from
the default of a public officer, when such default has resulted in no injury to
anyone.

In this case the minority submitted their views through Mr.
Crisp, who stated (page 38):

The point was made in two cases that the voting place in precincts had
been unlawfully changed or removed, but it appearing that the vote was
reasonably full, and that all parties on election day accepted the new place
as legal, we see no reason for rejecting votes on this ground, again agreeing
with the contention of the contestant.

The authorities cited by the majority in their report do not sus-
tain their recommendation to reject South Waynesville precinct
on the grounds that the North Carolina statute is mandatory.
They cite only two. The first (Covode vs. Foster, 2 Bart., page
602) says:

‘While it is well established that mere neglect to perform directory re-
quirements of the law, or performance in a mistaken manner, where there
i8 no bad faith and no harm has accrned, will justify the rejection of an en-
tire poll. it 1s equally well settled that where the p: ngs are so tarnished
by fraudulent or negligent or improper conduct on the t of the officers
as that the resunlt of the election is rendered unreliable, the entire returns
will be rejected and the parties left to make such proof as they may of votes
legally cast for them.

_As there is no evidence that the proceedings at South Waynes-
ville were rendered unreliable, it is plain that the majority rely
upon the first part of the quotation just given, and that their ref-
erence is based upon the typographbical omission of the word
“not,” which a careful consideration of the context shows should
be inserted before the word *‘justify.” If this is not their reli-
ance, then the citation has no application. Will the committee
contend before the House that the—
mere neglect to perform directory requirements of the law, or
in a mistaken manner, where there is no bad faith and no harm
will justify the rejection of an entire poll?

rformance
as accrued,

As lawyers will they contend that directory requirements are
mandatory provisions?

The other case cited is Coffroth vs. Koonce (2 Bart., 82), or, as
it is styled in the report, Coffroth and Koonce. This was a case
of the prima facie right to a seat upon the returns pending the
investigation nupon the merits. The governor had omitted to de-
clare either partyelected. The committee examined into thereg-
ularity and sufficiency of the returns, and upon them recom-
mended that Coffroth had the prima facie righttotheseat. The
refused to go behind the returns, and certain precincts whic
were not included in the legal certificates were likewise omitted
by them in this prima facie contest. Their report shows that it
was ‘“ without prejudice ” to Mr. Koonce.

Mr. Koonce then instituted a contest against Mr, Coffroth, and
in this case (Koonce vs. Coffroth, 2 Bart., 130 et seq.) the merits
of the controversy were involved. The committee nnanimously
reported in favor of Mr, Koonce, disregarding irregularities and
counting the very tgo]]e; (pages 13 and 146) which been rejected
by the report in the prima facie case, and to which the majority
refer in their citation. The latter case is an authority sustaining
the contentions of contestee and against the conclusions of the
majority, Itsays (page 143):

hit to be in favor of fair -

It isrecognized that every presumption ou
lar elections. We must looi ?nto the?: good faith and integrity; and if they
are manifest, we are not to defeat the expression of the popular will because
of some slip in the minor dails of the election which does not prevent our
ready ascertainment of what that will truly is.

‘We are forced to the conclusion that the majority have not con-
sidered their citations.

Remember, gentlemen, the decrees of justice are eternal; they
need not be obeyed; but if disobeyed, destruction is inevitable.
The nunjust nation can not long blot the fair page of the world’s
history; the unjust man can not long obtain recognition among
his fellows., If is only those who worship at the feet of justice
who, retaining their own self-respect, can secure the respect and the
obedience of others. In the nameof justice and of truth, her hand-
maiden, I ask the members of this House to look not with partisan
eyes, butthrough the light which truth will furnish, upon the facts
of this case and, closing their eyes to the personality of the two can-
didates and their party affiliations, weigh the facts presented and
the arguments made in the scales of justice and decide in accord-
ance with th edictates of their consciences, which were given them
by the Creator, who is Himself the embodiment of all justice and
who gave consciences to men in order that they might understand

justice.

The blind goddess seesnoman, but scatters her blessings among
all men. To close our hearts to the dictates of justice and open
our ears only to the cry of temporary party pleading is to under-
mine the foundation upon which rests a government of the people,
by the people, and for the people. I ask the members of this

ouse to weigh this matter not as a question of mere party poli-
tics, but, with judicial minds and hearts receptive to the dictates
of justice, pass upon the question of right, which has existed from
the beginning and will last until the end, and not of policy, which
exists to-day and passes away to-morrow—

For right is right since God is God,
And right the day must win;

To doubt would be disloyalty,
To falter would be sin.

Mr. LINNEY, Before the gentleman takes his seat, T wonld
like for him to give me some information. Youcontend that these
returns were false or true; I mean the returns of the election.
You will find a tabulation on 16, in the returns which shows
that the contestee received a plurality of 238, and, although I
have listened to your argument with interest, I do not know
whether you maintain that these returns are true or state that
they are untrue. 5

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. I thank you for listening to me and
the interest taken.

I want to say to the gentleman and the House if there is any
proof anywhere in the record to show that they are not true,
that fact has escaped my attention, I will say to the gentleman
now, I have argued this question on the theory that they are true;
I have argued if on the theory that the election machinery means
something; I have argued it on the theory that when the election
machinery has been put in force and is carried to the end, and
the governor of the State has made a certificate and signed it and
sent it here, that it means something, that it oughtnot to be over-
turned simply because somebody charges fraud or violence, And
I will say to the gentleman now that I mean what I say. I be-
lieve this certificate certifies the will and purposes of the electors
of the Ninth Congressional district.

Mr. LINNEY. If you believe it certifies the will of these elect-
ors and of the result, how do you reconcile that with the fact
about the 20 votes? How do you reconcile the discrepancy be-
tween that and the returns?

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Oh, I have seen, Mr. Speaker, children
at play. [Laughter.] I have seen boys at schcol play teeter; I
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have seen them play hide and seek; but, in God’s name, becanse in
one of the precinets there happen to be in this column Mr, Craw-
ford’s vote, and in the column to the right Mr. Pearson’s vote, and
when they ought to have been transposed, and in that way by mis-
take it takes off 10 votes from Mr. Crawford, would you turn him
outf and disfranchise all the electors of that distriet?

Mr. LINNEY. No, sir; but if there was only one vote given
less than the return, does not that prove that the return is not
true? Now, I ask yon as a lawyer—

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. A very little, Iwill tell ithe gentleman,
If Iwere not ina frame of mind to be exceedingly generous toward
the gentleman, I would characterize that as quibbling, if not
something moreoffensive overin Indiana, where Major STEELE and
I practice law. Because there happened to be an honest mistake
of 10, you put the question whether that certificate certifies the
whole truth. 1 say no. It lacks 10 by mistake, and that is all
there is in it.

{ Ltil;LENNEY. I am glad the gentleman has yielded something
n t.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. You need not be glad of anything,
because, as I said in the beginning, I have gone through the rec-
ord, answered your inquiry, and hope you are satisfied.

Mr.ﬁLINNEY. If it turns out t there is another 10 in the
same fix—

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. If there is another ten, I will ask the
gentleman from North Carolina to show it to the House. If the
certificate does not state the truth, point it out. Do not go 275
miles away and talk abont what Senator TiLLMAN said. Do not
go way down where the article was printed, 500 miles away, and
which nobody saw or heard of until after the election, and arounse
enthusiasm and undertake to carry this House off its feet, Give
the facts. Show,if you will, whether or not the Asherville precinct
is to be thrown out; show,if you will, whether Mr. Pearson was
ﬁl:ilty of bribery; show, if you will, in your conclusion whether

ere was any mob violence; show the record to these honorable
gentlemen, and leave it to that. .

Now, I would like to ask the tleman from North Carolina
before I close, does he say now that the Asheville precinct ought
to be thrown ount?

Mr. LINNEY. No; Isay it ought not to be.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. What does the report say?

Mr. LINNEY. I had nothing to do with making the report.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. I wish you would read the report.
That is what I want to get the House to do, read the record, and
try it asif frying a man for his life. The ballot box is as sacred
as a man's life.

Mr. LINNEY, If it had not been for the objection of the gen-
tleman from Indiana, the Asheville matter would have been out of

e way.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. Yes; and but for the objection of the

tleman from Indiana the member elected by the citizens of

at district would have been outof the way. I believe the House
will stand by the electors of that district. [Applause.] )

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Speaker, it would be agreeable fo this
side if the other side desired to use an hour’s time at this point.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. What was the request?

Mr. ROBERTS. My suggestion was that it wounld be agreeable
to this side if the other side desires to use an hour of their time.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. The gentlemen on this side would
much prefer to hear another argument from that side, but we will
not be ugly about if.

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman has stated that they wanted
more time over there, that they have more speakers; but if they
do not care to take it, well and good.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana. 1havesaid frankly that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. KiTcHIN] desires the privilege of ad-
dressing the House.

Mr. ROBERTS. Then let him take the time now.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman say how many are
to speak on his side? )

r. ROBERTS. I have nostatement to make now. )

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, this House is sitting to-day in
the capacity of a court. %: are to decide not who the majority
here wish had been elected at the last election in the Ninth Con-
gressional district of North Carolina, but to decide who, as a
matter of fact and law, was elected.

I have given this case careful study, and I hope the Republican
members will give me their thoughtful attention while 1 discuss
its different features, in order that this House may have at least
the appearance of doing justice, as 1 hope it will do in fact, to the
people of the Ninth Congressional district of my State.

Lﬂ. Speaker, the two gentlemen who are interested in this con-
test in the highest manner are not unknown to the House. The
contestee has served four years in previous Congresses. Hispeople
had seen him faithful in the North Carolina legislature; they had
seen him in Congress for two successive terms; they had given
himathird nomination; theyknew him as afaithful, diligent, able,

conscientious representative of the people. They therefore, in the
last election, {or the fourth time enthusiastically renominated him
to bear again the banner of the Democracy through that Congres«
sional district; and the evidence in this case discloses that his
nomination aronsed enthusiasm among the people from one end of
the district to the other. Such a man is the contestee.

. Who is the contestant? A man who also has served four years

in Congress. He succeeded four years ago the contestee, Hon,

W.T. Crawford, by the small majority of 135, but Mr. Crawford,

having been defeated by that small majority, bowed to the will of

th:‘fbeople. When the tables were turned, however, and Mr, Craw-

ford defeated the contestant last election by 238 votes the contest-

ant refused to bow to the will of the people. He brings a contest

to this House—a contest based, in my judgment, upon the most

groundless reasons that ever had serious consideration of men;

cHertainly the most groundless ever disclosed by the records of this
onse,

. The record discloses that this gentleman has been a political
umping jack; that he has been on all sides of all questions; that
e was first a Republican, then a Democrat, then an Independent,

then a Republican again. You have heard what the governor of

North Carolina, a Republican governor, thinks of him, as his

published interview was read from the Clerk's desk during the

able speech of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Miegrs]. You

heard the gentleman from Indiana tell you also the opinion of a

distinguished Statesenator of North Carolina, Hon. Locke Craige—

a statement which, as read from the desk, sustains every word

that I have said.

Such are the two men who went before the people in the last
campaign in the Ninth district of North Carolina—a district
against which no charge of fraud has ever before been made. If
I make any misstatement, I want to be corrected. Irepeat the
statement: No man has ever heretofore charged the mountain dis-
trict of North Carolina with fraund.

Only 10 per cent of the population of that district are negroes,
It is an enormously white district. You have seen that chart out
there in the lobby in which Buncombe County has a black line
opposite it, 4 or 5 inches wide and 5 or 6 feet long, showing that
in Buncombe County there are 1,500 or 1,600 negro voters, and
that Mr. Crawford received a large majority there. Ah, gentle-
men, if that chart had been intended to give true and full infor-
mation to the House instead of being, as I believe, designed to
mislead the House, it would have shown also the white vote of
that county; it would have shown that while thereare 1,500 to 1,600
negro voters in that county there are 6,500 white voters.

I tell you nothin%obut what every gentleman on this floor who
is acquainted with Southern conditions knows to be the fact, that
when you have anywhere in the South a county where the negroes
constitute a considerable proportion of the voting population—
say 20 or 25 per cent or more than that; and the proportion is
about 20 per cent in the county of Buncombe—there you will find
the negroes lining up almost solidly on one side for the Repub-
lican party; and there, Mr, S&)eaker, yon will find an overwhelm-
ing majority of the virtue and intelligence of the white race lining
up almost solidly on the other side. ]

I do not say that all, but I say that the overwhelming majority
do so. This accounts toagreat extent for the large majority that
the contestee received in Buncombe and Rutherford counties. I
admit that in counties of North Carolina where the negroes do not
constitute an important proportion of the voting ulation the
white people divide as they do in the North and Northwest, and
in several of such counties the Republicans predominate among
the white people. Whny? Because there race distinctions, differ-
ences, and })rsjudicea are not so apparent and the attention of the
white people is not called so decidedly to the evils of solid colored

Rt:e[pnblicanjsm.
desire now to call the attention of the Republican members of
the House to the fact that this case was referred to a subcommit-
tee com of two Republican members and one Democratic
member of this Election Committee—my friend, the gentleman
from Indiana [ Mr. MiERrs], being the Democratic member, Iwant
to call attention further to the fact that only one of those Repub-
licans, the gentleman from Massachusetts [ Mr, ROBERTS], was in
favor of turning out Mr, Crawford and seating Mr, Pearson. I
want to emphasize the fact that the gentleman from New York
][;Mr. DriscorL], the other Republican, who, I understand, is an able

wyer as well as a conscientious man and a faithful representative,
after going thoronghly into this case, as a member of the sabcom-
mittee, from beginning to end, came out of that investigation un-
der the honest impression that a great outrage was attempted to
be perpetrated upon the Democrat now holding the seat of the
Ninth Con onal district of North Carolina. And that Re-
publican who had thoroughly studied this case refused to join the
gentleman from Massachusetts }Mx RoBeRrTs] in this unright-
eous report against Mr, Crawford.

Mr. S er, I give it as my opinion,in the light of what this
report discloses and what we have heard here to-day, that the
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gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RoBERTS] has made a report
and an ar%"ument based upon facts that do not exist, with an ap-

t lack of acquaintance with the real facts in the case and a
total unconscionsness of the great principles of law upon which
such cases ought to be decided.

I believe, Mr, Speaker, that when a man has received the votes
of a great constitnency and comes to this House holding their
commission it is an honor and & Eieasare to represent them. But
1 doubt that any man, when he has deprived the people of their
choice- by a majority vote of his partjj; friends here, and secured
a seat upon the floor of this House by such methods, can ever
reap honor or gain pleasure from it. Though he may mingle with
the gay, hold his seaf, and vote upon great questions, I imagine
that down in his own heart there will remain forever a =ense of
shame, eating away his happiness and pleasure like a cancer,
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

e are fold that the strange woman said that ‘‘Stolen waters
are sweet,” but we are also told that her * guests are in the depths
of hell.” Stolen districts may be sweet, but it is none the less true
that those who aid the robbery and enjoy its fruits shounld be des-
tined to political destruction. Try this case upon the facts; try it
upon the great principles of honest elections that ought to guide
every man. I shall go into this case in the best manner that I can
in the limited time remaining to me, and think I can show every
honest, fair-minded man: everyone whose mind is not already
filled with prejudice against us, that the returning boards of North
Carolina have made no error and no mistake in this matter to jus-
tify the reversal of the expressed will of the people as to who is
and shall be their Representative, The gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Lursn?tijust now asked a question of the tle-
man from Indiana if this alleged error of 20 votes upon the face
of the returns was not sufficient to throw out the returns of the
entire district.

Mr, LINNEY, Will the gentleman allow me?

Mr, KITCHIN,. Certainly,

Mr. LINNEY. I didnot ask any such question. I asked if it
did not disprove the accuracy of the returns.

Mr. Kll'f‘lcl‘.HIN. ‘Was not the point in your mind that if these
returns were shown to be inaccurate that they should be discarded?

Mr. LINNEY. Notatall. I wasnotso big a fool as that.

Mr. KITCHIN. Then the gentleman was quibbling with the
House, if he did not mean something by his remarks, by inter-
jecting a senselessand a meaningless question into this discussion.

The first error of 10 votes was made by a Republican clerk of
Cherokee County, and was a mere clerical error. The other 10
votes, claimed to be a mistake by a transposition in some way or
other, makes u total of 20 votes.

But the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. RoBERTS] failed to
tell you that in recounting the votes of that district, reconnted at
the request of the contestant, Mr. Crawford gained 9 votes. We
did not hear anything about that from the gentleman from Massa-
chusetis. And the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. LINNEY]
didnot suggestthat Mr, Crawford had gained 9 votes in the reconnt-
ing,and he asked a question here which, whether hemeant it or not,
left the impression npon my mind and, I believe, upon the minds
of the House that because there were two little clerical errors
made in recording the votes of 222 voting precincts that was
gomet.hing important against this gentleman who holds his seat

ere.

Mr. LINNEY. If the gentleman will allow me, he did not
catch myquestionat all, Thedistingunished gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Miers] took the position, in answer to an in tory
that I put tohim, that these returns were absolutely trune. Ithen
called Eis attention to the fact that it was conceded, or if notcon-
ceded it was proven, that the true vote was 20 more than the re-
turns, Then I asked if it was but one more than the returns,
would not that prove that the returns are not true?

Mr. KITCHIN, But, as I now understand, you did nof mean
that the returns should be discarded on that account?

Mr. LINNEY. I did not mean that the whole result of the
election should be discarded on that account.

Mr, KITCHIN., Then I have no difference with you on that

score,

Mr. LINNEY. But that was only a circumstance weakening
ihe returns.

Mr, KITCHIN. Yes; it is a circumstance of one error made by
a Republican clerk in Cherckee County, and—

Mr, ROBERTS. The gentleman has stated that the recount of
the Muddy Creek precinct, where there was an error of 10 votes
by tran ition—

Mr. KITCHIN. I didnotmention Muddy Creek precinct. The
9 votes to which I refer——

Mr. ROBERTS. If the gentleman did not mention and did not
mean MnddEnCreek precinct, what does he mean? What does he
mean by telling this House or giving this House to understand
that the majority have not given &le right impression? The
ﬁm;il&'itv confine their statements to an error of 10 votes at

uddy

Mr, KITCHIN. If you had read this record you would know
to what I referred. There were 2 votes discovered in this contest
which should be added to Crawford at Waynesville; there wasone
gained here and another there throughount the district, making an
aggregate of 9, enumerated in contestee's brief, and if the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts had read this entire record he would
have known to what I was alluding. It is set out in particularin
the brief. If the gentleman had ever studied the brief filed he
would have seen it. But I have not time to discuss one or two
votes here and there.

The gentleman wanted to withdraw that assertion about mob
violence on the night before the election. No wonder. A com-
plaint had been filed by contestant, a brief had been filed by him,
the case had been argued, the report of the majority ha.g been
made in this case, laying stress upon the lynching of the
negro Moseley in Macon County. The notice of the contest says
that the campaign culminated in the lynching of this negro. I
say that the rt which the gentleman from Massachusetts
r[l . ROBERTS in this case says that the notice of contest

eclared that the campaign culminated in thelynching of a negro
on the night before the election, and then the gentleman’s
says that owing to this mob violence and other things they
sufficient grounds to overthrow the enfire majority of the
contestee.

I say he laid stress upon it, and this stress was never raised
until the gentleman’s calmer judgment, weeks and perhapsmonths
after this rt had been filed -and hissober second thought came
to him. I do not blame him for baingeashamed of it and asking
that it be withdrawn and not considered. Why? Because the
fact was that in that very county the contestant gained 115 votes
over his vote in 1896. The adjoining counties gave Pearson a bet-
ter vote than in 1896 and showed a decrease in the Democratic
majorities,

Mr, ROBERTS. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. KITCHIN. Certainly.

Mr. ROBERTS. I understand from the temper of the gentle-
man’s remarks that he seems to think I have asked to have all
allusions to the lynching and mob violence withdrawn,

Mr, KITCHIN., Yes.

Mr. ROBERTS. Is that true?

Mr. KITCHIN. I understand that to be your position.

Mr. ROBERTS. Then the gentleman understands wrongly., I
}é:va not asked fo have that withdrawn and do not want it with-

AWD.

Mr. KITCHIN. Iunderstood you fomake remarks in this body
indicating that you did not ask this House to consider that.

Mr. ROBERTS, Oh, no, Mr. Speaker.

Mr, KITCHIN. All right.

Mr. ROBERTS. What I said in my speech was that the com-
mittee did not decide the case on that point because it was not
necessarIv. There were other points,

Mr.KITCHIN. Then I understand you to mean that if it were
necessary, you would still insist apon it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman may understand
me to say that had there not been other and more vital questions-
gvolved, the committee would have given closer consideration

it.

Mr, KITCHIN. Iunderstand the gentleman to say that if it
had been necessary, he would have taken consideration of it,

Mr. ROBERTS, Oh, no, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is trying
to put in my month words that I have not uttered.

r. KITCHIN., I want to know what the gentleman did say.

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman wants to impute to me what
I have never expressed, AllI have said is this, and this alone,
that had it been n , had there been nothing else on which
to base the passage of this case, one way or another, that wonld
have decided it, we would have given closer consideration to the
point involved in that lynching matter. That is all I intended to
say.

Mr, KITCHIN. And yet while he did not ask the House to
consider it, deliberately and predeterminately, they drag it into
the notice of contest, into their brief, and into their report. The
gentleman from Massachusetts drags it into this open House;
and when he is asked if that is a point on which he would decide
this case, I do not wonder that he squirms and says that that is
not the point.

Now, as to thislynching which happened on the night before the
election. He was a Georgia negro, who can not be said to have
any connection with the election. On Sunday night preceding the
election he attempted a rape, first upon the wife of a Republican;
and in twenty minutes afterwards he again attempted a rape upon
the wife of a Methodist minister who was then holding services
in his church in the little town of Franklin. He broke into the
house, kicking the doors open. She seized a pistol. He grabbed
her and badly tore her hand, the evidence showing when her
neighbors ran in—her bloody arm and bleeding hand. The evi-
dence shows that Republicans, Democrats, and Populists gathered
in numbers throughout the nexf day, and on that night, against
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the protest of the Democratic solicitor of that district, Hon.
George A. Jones, and a Democratic State senator, Hon. J, F.
Ray, a mob composed of Populists, Republicans, and Democrats
gathered at the jail, without any regard to politics or political con-
ditions, and took that negro to the bridge across the river and
there Iynched him.

The witnesses, your witnesses as well as ours, in this case say
that this incident was absolutely without political significance or
effect. As I just now stated, in that very county and in the ad-
joining counties the contestant received a larger vote than he re-
ceived two {ears before. Let us understand this fully. In this
county of the lynching and in the adjoining counties contestant
ran better than two years before, and yet in order to mislead this
House from the true facts they say this campaign was a campaign
of bloodshed and intimidation, which culminated in the lynching
of this negro, while in fact the lynching of this negro had nothing
to do with the campaign; and I challenge the gentleman from
Massachusetts, or any other man, to go to the record and show
one scintilla of evidence tending to prove that it had anything to
dowith it. Itisjunstanotherinstanceof irrelevant matter brought
into this case to create Ere judice against that district.

They went down to the Wilmington district and took evidence
of things alleged to have happened there; they examined into con-
ditions 800 miles away from Crawford’s district, and bring into
this case facts that do not exist in his district, facts which can
have no bearing on this case, in order to lead the minds of this
great American Congress away from the facts and conditions in
the district which is nnder discussion. New, sirs, what pretext
can you invent by which to justify goit;g into the Wilmington
district, 300 miles away, and examining the conditions there? It
was done to create prejudice in this case.

This case should be tried entirely on the evidence pertaining to
it. It should be tried according to the conditions that existed in
the Ninth district, in which, owing in to the disaffection in
Republican ranks, the contestee defeated the contestant fairly and
squarely by the votes of those honest mountaineers. Let me pass
on from that mob violence, as the gentleman does not seem to
know what position he takes upon it. I stated the facts that the
record bears out, and if anyone who preceded me or who will
follow me will find one scintilla of evidence in this case contra-
vening the statements I have made, let him do so while I have the
opportunity to refute it by the record.

Mr, Speaker, so much for the mob violence on the night pre-
ceding the election. Now, let us go to Black Mountain precinct,
as I want to show you, gentlemen, the facts nupon which they ask
to unseat Mr. Crawford. They say that in the Black Mountain
precinet the gentlemen whom they say had tampered with the
county box had the Congressional box in his possession. This
gentleman is a man of good character, and testifies to the falsity
of the charges against him,and his contention is supported by
witness after witness in this record. I admit that the other side
has evidence tending to show that this gentleman did take tickets
from the county box; 1 say there is evidence tending to show

_ that, which he contradicts and a half a dozen other witnesses con-
tradict.

But take their view of it. The utmost that they could pretend
to show by the most partisan witness that they could summon in
that county was that the gentleman took tickets out of the conunty
box. All contestant’s witnesses say out of the county box. You
must remember that we had three boxes at each precinct—a town-
ship box, a county box, and a State box. Now, the county box is
separate and distinet from the State or Congressional box, This
gentleman is alleged to have taken tickets out of the county box,
and for that reason, and that reason alone, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. RoBerTs] asks you to throw out the Con-
gressional box. Gentlemen, was a more outrageous proposition
ever before submitted toa court? I daresay thereis not a lawyer
in this House that would lay down such a proposition before any
justice of the peace in the land. . >

They try to show that there was some tampering with the
county box, and not a scintilla of evidence toshow any tampering
with the Congressional box, and yet in this case, having shown
absolutely nothing in regard to the Congressional box, they ask
you, with consnmmate cheek, to throw out that box. That isall
there is of it in the Black Mountain precinct. Absolutely not
even anattempt to proveanything against the Congressional box,
and if you were gitting as a jury in any court in this land, and
wonuld read the evidence, you would find not only that there is
nothing against the Congressional box, but absolutely nothing
the matter with the county box. Because if you will read the
record and the views of the minority you will see by the evidence
they cite that these witnesses who au?port the contention of the
contestantas to the county box are, as Irecollect, shown to be men
of weak character.

One of them, his own mother said, had sworn falsely, and was
charged with having sworn that he once saw a track; and from that
track he was able to swear that the man that made the track had

a gun on his shoulder and a dog following him. [Laughter.]
That is the kind of testimony, as I recollect it, but I have not
time to dwell longer upon this precinct.

Let us go to the Old Fort precinct. They say there were nine
distinct varieties of frand there, but the evidence does not sup-
Port the assertion. Mr, Speaker, upon what did the gentleman

rom Massachusetts base his argument? Upon the alleged fact
that the poll lists had been destroyed. If the gentleman will
read the evidence as carefully as he ought to, he will find that
the papers that were thought to have been destroyed were not the

11 book, but the tally sheets. Isee the gentleman laughs. He
aughs in his ignorance. I read from the testimony from his own
witness, on page 155, This is your witness, 8. W. Blalock:

Q. Was any poll list kept there that day showing the names of the men
who voted? 3

A. Yes; there was.

2: Was that sent up to the clerk along with the returnsf

I can’t say it was; I don’t think it was.
2. What became of it?
. Mr. Justice again spoke and asked Mr. Hemphill about the scrolls. Mr,
Hemphill said, ** Damn the scrolls; burn themup.’ Idid notsee them burned.

The gentleman is still langhing. Now, please turn to the testi-
mony of the same witness on the next page, where the (uestion is
asked him as follows:

Q. For what }mrpm were the scrolls mentioned by you in your direct ex-
amination kept

(Contestant objects on the ground that the law settles this question and
that it is not one of fact.

A. We used it for comiting the votes on—one, two, three, four, and tally.

Now, where are your poll books that were burned? It was
nothing in the world but separate sheets of paper upon which they
kept the tally, He does not say even that they were burned. He
gays he did not see them; but whatever happened, it was the
scrolls upon which they kept the tally—* one, two, three, four,
and tally.” Would the ﬁentleman from Massachusetts now say
that it was the poll book burned, in the light of what his own
witness testified? He will not do if, becanse nothing but the
tally sheet was meant. The witnesssays positiveli—and he knows
what he is talking about—that it was the tally shest upon which
they kept the tally—* one, two, three, four, and tally "—and that
is not the poll book. I will inform the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts of a fact, of which probably he is aware, that tally sheets
are not required to be returned.

Now, with vehemence, they jumped upon the poll book when
they were examining their witnesses, Tl;s(a]y went on the assump-
tion that the poll book had been burned. Some witness had
called the tally sheet a poll list, and so they assumed that the gen-
uine poll book had been burned, when as a matter of fact it never
had been alleged to have been burned.

Now, this genunine poll book was presented to contestant as the
poll book, but it was not introduced in evidence by contestee, as
the gentleman from Massachusetts argued. This wastwenty-five
days before contestant’s time for taking evidence in chief expired.
It was not introduced in evidence by anybody, and yet the con-
testant, after contestee’s time for taking testimony had closed,
although the contestee had never introduced a word of testimon
in regard to this precinet in his rebutting testimony, a thing whic
he had no right to do under the law, goes in and attacks this poll
book and by methods which the contestee had no ggwer to meet—

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman says that what was burned at
that precinct was the paper on which the tally sheet was kept.
How does he reconcile that with the statément on page 163, that—
contestee hereby tenders to the contestant these mﬁgﬂrs as the poll list and
tally sheets from Old Fort precinct in the election of 18087

Mr. KITCHIN. Neither was burned; and the witness did not
say that either was burned. He said that he could not say they
had been burned. But I say the gentleman from Massachusetts
made his speech upon the hypothesis that that witness had said it
was the poll book of which he heard a poll holder say, * Burn
them up.” It was the tally sheet that he was speaking of, and not
the poll book.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I pass to the next precinct—Limestone. We
are asked to throw out the entire vote of that precinct. For what
reason? Because the contestant has proved, or claims that he has
proved, that two men down there had sold their votes. The prop-
osition, in other words, is to throw ont the entire township be-
cause two men have been accused of having sold out. The out-
rageous demand is made upon the intelligence of this House that
242 honest voters, against whom no charges have been made, shall
be disfranchised simply because two men in that precinct have
been accused of selling their votes.

Mr. Speaker, the ntmost that good conscience or the principles
of the law will allow us to throw out are the votes of the two men
who are proven to have been bought. If we go beyond that and
throw ont the precinct. we go bevond any precedent ever set by
any deliberative body in the world. Is the American Congress
going to sup}}mrt such a contention? If so, we may as well enact
a law that when a man belonging to the same party as the majoré&v
of the House makes a contest in this House he shall be seated;
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for that can not be done in the name of justice, in the name of
liberty, in the name of common sense, in the name of conscience.
If done at all. let it be done in the name of brutish power and
party prejudice.

So much for Limestone precinct. Now, what are the facts in
regard to precinct Ivy, No. 1, the entire vote of which this com-
mittee recommends to be thrown out, that recommendation being
based upon a precisely similar state of facts asin Limestone. It
is proved that there were three cases of bribery there. After ex-
amining many witnesses the contestant’s evidence tends to prove
three disconnected individual cases of bribery; and on thisgronnd
he asks that 330 honest voters of that precinct be disqualified or
disfranchised. I say again that no precedent can be found for
such proceeding and that no man can find a justification for it in
his own conscience. The American people if they understood the
facts would disgrace and defeat any man who would stand here
and with deliberate knowledge of all the facts unseat a member
elected by the people, upon such grounds as are the support of
this unholy report.

Gentlemen, it is time for plain king. The American ballot
is being discussed from one end of the countiry to the other.
What do we desire to accomnplish by our elections? * We want to
ascertain the will of the qualified voters, Can you ascertain that
will by throwing out the votes of 600 men because 5 voters have
sold out? You can not do it-with common honesty.

I now go to Asheville precinct. What do the majority of the
committee in their report recommend in regard to that? They
recommended, in the first instance, that the entire city of Ashe-
ville, with the 2,567 ballots cast there in the last election, be
thrown out; that that entire city, with its overwhelming white
population. be disfranchised because a perjurer was arrested for
perjury committed three months after the eleciion, during the
taking of testimony in this case.

This man was afterwards convicted of a felony and was sen-
tenced to serve a term in the chain gang for his crime. A certif-
icate of this conviction is at hand. I say he committed perjury,
betause two of the best menin the district sworeto the exact con-
trary of what he swore, I refer to a member of the North Caro-
lina State senate, Hon. Locke Craig,and to Hon. J. D. Murphy,
one of the most distinguished lawyersof western North Carolina.

Their theory was that this arrest deterred other witnesses from
testifying for contestant. Although these other witnesses that the
contestant had had subpcenaed and failed to appear were sum-
moned, as stated by the notary public, to be examined in regard
to one precinct, Asheville No. 2, the same precinct concerning
which tEe witness who was arrested had been examined—Ashe-
ville No. 2—so great was the zeal of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts and so unconscious was he of the facts of this case and
the principles that should govern elections that he presented the
report recommending that we throw out not only Asheville No.
2, in reference to which these witnesses were summoned, but
that we throw out also the entire city of Asheville, embracing
eight other precincts, about which there was no contention—
abount which not a line of evidence in this case has shown any-
thing wrong.

No wonder that the gentleman after maturer reflection thought
it an honor to himself and a matter of duty which he owed to the
House to take back track on that proposition. So he came in here
this morning and wanted to withdraw his recommendation in re-
gard to Asheville. Why? Because everybody knew that the
honest people of the mountain district of North Carolina would
spurn with indignation and confempt any man, Democrat or
Republican, who would sef the seal of his approval upon such a
proposition.

Gentlemen knew more than that—that in the far-off home of
the gentleman from Massachusetts, his constituency. if they should
ever put their eyes upon this record and find him recommending
the disfranchisement of the entirecity of Asheville onthe grounds
presented here, would condemn and repudiate him. No wonder
ﬁntlemen of the majority of the committee wanted to with-

aw that, They ought to have wanted it withdrawn. But in
my humble judgment, if they had not heard from the people, if
they had not heard the wave of indignation that rolled over this
country, shown by the newspapers, and throughout North Caro-
lina, and especially in Asheville, they never would, in my honest
opinion, have withdrawn it; they would be here to-day insisting
upon it, in ull its error, if it was necessary to seat the contestant.

But they. discovered that if they insisted upon that position
the Republicans in North Carolina would go around in this cam-
paign with heads hanging down in humiliation and shame for the
party that wonld perpetrate such a disfranchisement of a great
American city, and so they verbally ask that it be ignored here
to-day, after having deliberately in their solemn report devoted
two pages to an argument in favor of rejecting Asheville, and in
their summary actually rejecting it.

Now let me go to Waynesville. Gentlemen, if a piece of high-
way robbery was ever attempted in politics, it is in regard to this

precinet known as Sonth Waynesville. What are the facts? The
great fact that disturbs gentlemen on the other side was that Mr.
Crawford got 236 majority there, and they want to throw it out.

Let me tell you, Republicans, from whatever section of the
United States yon come, I want you to answer me this gquestion
in all good conscience: If the votes there had been reversed and
the Democrats had thrown out South Waynesville in order to
elect Mr. Crawford upon these facts, and Mr. Pearson had entered.
a contest here, and if the putting in of Waynesville would have
elected Mr. Pearson, I ask you in good conscience would not every
one of you vote to put it back and count it? You would, and you
know yon would., Mr. Crawford got 236 majority. What is the
allegation against that precinct? There wasno new registration
there, but they say that there were a few people registered 150
yards from the polling place, while the North Carolina law says
that the registration must occur at the polling place.

Mark you now, it is proposed to throw out South Waynesyille
upon a ground that you would put it in again if it had been
for you, because some of the electors were registered 150 yards
from the polling place. Let me call your attention to the fact
that the majority of these poll holders and registrars were mem-
bers of parties which were hostile to the contestee. In that dis-
trict and throughout North Carolina a majority of the registrars
and judges, in nine cases out of ten, were fusionists and against
the Democrats.

Why, you know, under the law that the fusionists passed every
political party was entitled to one registrar and one poll holder at
each precinct, and that law defined a political party to mean any
party that had cast 30,000 votes for governor in 1892, That meant
Republicans, Populists, and Democrats. There was generally
throughont the State fusion befween the Populists and Repub-

-licans. So they had two fusionists against one Democrat upon

the registration board and upon the election board as judges of
election. So whatever wrongs have been committed, whatever
irregularities have been perpetrated, were perpetrated by a board
consisting of a majority belonging to political parties hostile to
the contestee.

Now, they held the books open, and a few men registered away
from the voting place. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
RoOBERTS] goes down to the legislature of North Carolina and
takes up an election contest before that legislature in which the
Democrats unseated two Republican senators and seated two
Democratic senators. But how did they do it? The gentleman
apparently was ignorant of it. He asked me how I got my infor-
mation. I might have retorted by asking him how he got any
information about it; but the ntmost extent to which that Demo-
cratic legislature went in that case, in which this precinct of
South Waynesville was not involved, was this: They found out
what individuals had registered on days other than those pre-
scribed by law, and then they found out how those individuals
voted, and they found that a majority of the individuals that
reggsgered on days not prescribed by law voted the Republican
ticket.

Therefore they threw out, I believe, 17 men who registered on
the wrong days and voted the Republican ticket and turned ont
the Republican senators, showing conclusively that a majority of
those men who had thus registered were Republicans. Upon that
ground, as the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, ROBERTS]
knows, the Democratic legislature dared not to throw ount the
entire township, not to distranchise those men who were properly
registered, but merely threw out the individual votes of those who
had registered on the wrong days,and by that method, a majority
of them being Republicans, they turned out the two Republican
senators, But they required the Democrats even then to name
the voters and show how they voted.

Yet, as the minority truthfully say in their views, that is not
fair, that is not law. We den{eit to be law, we deny it to be
justice, we deny it to be right between constituents and Repre-
sentatives. Why? Because under a law of North Carolina, as
construed by its highest court, which is still a Republican court,
it was held that after a man has voted, it matters not how hereg-
istered or where he registered or whether he was registered at all,
after he has voted yon can not throw out his vote except by show-
ing that he was not a qualified voter under the constitution.
You must show that he was disqualified, The gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. LiNNEY], who has been taking an interest in
this case, argned that case in the supreme court of North Caro-
lina, and took exactly the position that ] am taking now, the ex-
act opposite to the position that 1 fear he is going to take in this
case.

A MeumpBeER. He was a Democrat then,

Mr. KITCHIN. No; he was not a Democrat then.

h‘M;. THROPP. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt
1m

Mr. KITCHIN, Certainly.

Mr. THROPP. I understand that in the case of your two
State senators you did throw out those 17 votes, and thereby threw
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out two Republican State senators and put in two Democratic
State senators. Is that true?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes, as I unders{and.

Mr. THROPP. And afterwards your conrt decided that they
* had no right to throw out the 17 votes, and consequently the un-
seating of the Republican State senators was illegal?

Mr, KITCHIN. No; their case was never before the court.
The court decided the principle to which I alluded before that.
I will say to the gentleman that the North Carolina legislature
did not pretend to throw out the entire precinct or disqualify any
man who was properly registered, but they merely threw out those
who were improperly registered.

Mr. THROPP. I understood the question was whether your
court decided that they had no right to throw out those 17 votes,
and then your two Democratic senators—

Mr. KITCHIN. That case never reached the court.

Mr. LINNEY. I will ask the gentleman, with his ission,
if he does not know that the law under whch I brought the suit
which he speaks of was a statute that was not in existence at the
time your Democratic legislature took the action that you speak of?

Mr, EITCHIN. I understandthat, and the tleman knows
I understand it. Mr. Speaker, I am astonished that the gentleman
from the Eighth district of North Carolina should trifle with the
intelligence of this House and quibble about this matter in this
way. The gentleman knows that the case that he argued, and
that I have in my hand here, was a case that arose under an elec-
tion law and aregistration law where they made the same charges
made here—that the voters had not been properly registered; and
yet the gentleman now undertakes to make you think that because
that law has been repealed and another law practically the same
in this respect has been substituted, that therefore the fundamen-
tal reasons upon which that case was decided should never have
weight with intelligent men again, ol

Mr. LINNEY. hich do you think did right, the supreme
court or the legislature?

Mr, KIT . The supreme court was right.

Mr, LINNEY. And the legislature was wrong, was it not?

Mr. KITCHIN. In my opinion, the legislative committee was
wrong in its construction of the law.

Mr. LINNEY. Then you stole those two senators, did you not?

Mr. KITCHIN. No,sir. I think the legislature was wrong,
but honest in the matter. Now, I have not got time to yield un-
less I can have my time extended. :

Mr, THROPP. If the supreme court wasright, then were those
two Democratic senators right in holding their seats, as I under-
stand they did?

Mr. KITCHIN. My opinion is that the legislative committee
missed the law. That is my opinion after having investigated
election laws and authorities and considered the principles upon
which election cases should be decided thoroughly and fully, It
is in accordance with McCrary, it is in accordance with Paine,
it is in accordance with every thoroughly considered case which
Ihave been able to find. "We have cases from Wisconsin, we have
cases from Illinois, we have cases from New York, that bear
out the position I take, which is that after a voter has voted it
is con to law, contrary to good conscience, and contrary to
sound public policy to throw out that man’s vote simply because
he was registered at a wrongful place or at a wrongful time.

Mr, THROPP. And yet those two Democratic senators held
their places in the North Carolina legislature.

Mr. KITCHIN. The only thing I called attention to in that
was that the Democratic legislature did not dare to go to the ex-
tent that the Republican committee go here. The committee here
propose to disqualify not only those who were improperly regis-
tered, but also to disqualify the entire precinct, nine-tenths of
whom were properly registered. The Democratic legislature of
North Carolina only went so far as to disqualify those who were
registered at the wrong time.

Mr, THROPP. But they did go as far as necessary to secure
those two seats, and kept them.

Mr, KITCHIN. And probably you Republicans will go far
enough to seat your man; but if you do, you will go contrary to
all precedents, to all law, to all justice, and to all common sense,

Mr, THROPP. We would only be following your example,

_Mr. KITCHIN, You should not follow a bad exal;igla at any
};mge. at?ld yet you propose to go far beyond the North Carolina
e re,
ow, hear what the North Carolina court decided, and follow
the decision here, Listen to the North Carolina supreme court,
and answer me, yon Republicans who come from the State of
New York, the State of Wisconsin, and the State of Illinois, if it
is not your law, and if it is not right. The supreme court of
North Carolina said this, and this decision and the principles
enunciated in it attach themselves to every North Carolina case.
They are applicable to every case that can arise in North Caro-
lina, whether under registration or election laws or in other mat-

ters pertaining to elections. Listen! The court says in the case
of Quinn against Lattimore (120 N. C. Rep.):

That a qualified elector can not be deprived of his right to vote, and the
theory of our Government that the majority shall govern be destroyed by
either the willful or ligent acts of the registrar. a sworn officer of the
law—this would be self-destruction, governmental suicide. '

I ask you are you going to allow the election registrars, the
majority of whom are against the contestee, to register men away
from the polling precincts and then disqualify the voters there
and throw ont votes honestly cast because of the negligence or
willful acts of the registration officers? If you do that, yon fly in
the face of the latest decisions of every court of any repute in the
United States which has passed on such questions. You fly in the
face of your own consciences. Let me proceed with this opinion,

It shall be the duty of the general assembly to provide, from tima to time,
for the registration of all electors, and no person shall be allowed to vote
without registration, or to register withount first taking an oath to support
the constitution. (Constitution, Article VI, section 2.)

You must be registered, and you must take an oath. Now, in

this case of Quinn against Lattimore men voted who had not
taken the oath, and men voted who had not registered, and yet
the supreme court sustained their votes, because under the con-
stitution they were qualified electors.
_ The court below made a contrary decision, and had re-
jected these unregistered and unsworn voters, but the supreme
court overruled it, and counted their votes, because as a matter
of constitutional justice in North Carolina th]gf were entitled to
vote. This court holds just as the courts of Illinois, New York,
Wisconsin, and various other States, that all laws intended to se-
cure uniform registration of the qualified electors are directory
and not mandatory. They are instructions to the registration
officers, who may refuse registration contrary to them, but if
they register a voter contrary to them, and he votes, then his reg-
istration can not be questioned.

Says this case:

In construing these provisions of the constitution we should keep in mind
that this isa Government of the people, in which the will of the people—the
majority—legally expressed, must uggvm‘ and these g:visiona and all asts

rovidmgognor elections should be rally construed t tend to promote &

air elec ore on of this popular will. The second section of article

6 was adts?ted for this purpose, and we are to presume that all election laws
enacted since have been with the same end in view. section of
the constitution provides that the general assembly shall pass registration
laws, and that no one shall be enti to register without taking an oath,
and that no one shall vote who is not registered.

This provision of the constitution that no one shall be entitled to register
without taking an oath to support the constitution of the State and the
Hmbad States, is directed to the registrars. It must be to them, and to them

one.

* L L L L L ®
These rules are intended for the guidance and government of registrars,
which they should observe in the of their duties as registrars so as
to promote the object to be attained—the free, full, and fair expression of
the will of the qualified voters, as prescribed in sec
constitution.

L * L L * * *

The object of the law—a fair and full expression of the will of the qualifiad
voters—must be kept in mind. Andif this has been obtained, and no fraud
appears, this court will not look for mers irregularities to defeat this will.

L ] * - £ &

L &

1, Article VI, of the

A vote received and deposited by the judges of election is presumed to be
a legal vote, although the voter may have not complied with the require-
ments of the registration Jaw; and it then devolvesupon the wntaart'l-ﬁ
to show that it was an illegal vote, and this can not be done muwing
the registration law had not been complied with. A party offering to vote
without registration may be refused this right for nal??:am‘plyin with the
re; tion law, but if the party is allowed to vote, and his vote & received
and depusited, the vote will not afterwards be held to be illegal if he is other-
wise qualified to vote.

This is law contrary to which not one single precedent has been
found by the committee in the courts of this country; and yet gen-
tlemen here ask you to disregard that, and although no fraud is
alleged in South Waynesville, they ask you to throw it out be-
cause & few voters were registered a hundred and fifty yards from
the polling place. The court in that case overrnled the case of
Harris against Scarborough, which had held our registration laws
mandatory, and in overruling it declared those laws directory.

If you follow the reasoning and follow the decision of this case
of Quinn against Lattimore, which was decided two or three
years ago, in the One hundred and twentieth North Carolina Re-
ports, you are bound to say that the gentleman from Massachu-
getts in recommending throwing out this Erincinct is wrong in
principle and contmrﬁ to the laws under which the election was
held. Upon whom should the voters of North Carolina depend
for the construction of their laws? They should depend upon the
supreme court of the State. The electors knew the candidate
and had a right to presume that the principles announced in the
case of Quinn against Lattimore would govern our elections.

They knew that their votes were cast by qualified voters, that
they had been registered; and fully understanding the issues at
stake and the condition of State affairs brought about by the Re-
publicans, at this precinct they voted for Crawford by a la
ng'ority. Now, for this House to throw out South Waynesville
and reject Crawford’s majority of 236, fairly cast, is to overturn
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that decision, to overturn the judgment of the North Carolina
supreme court, and to repudiate the contention of the gentleman
from the Eighth district [Mr. LINNEY] made in that case. They
recommend that you ignore that decision and throw out this pre-
cinct of South Waynesville contrary to justice and common sense,
and thus disfranchise 400 voters because a few men were regis-
tered 150 yards from the polling place.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. KITCHIN. I would like to have ten minutes more to close
up this precinet. It is not my disposition to delay the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. DALZELL]. The gentleman
from North Carolina asks that his time be extended fen minutes.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. KITCHIN., The evidence shows, the witnesses for the con-
testant testify, that every man registered that had the right to
register, and that no man failed to register, and that a full vote
was polled there. The evidence discloses these facts. And yet
they want to throw it out. Theyrecommend the disfranchisement
in their report of 400 voters. ** Oh,” but they say, ‘* we have an-
other little thing against Sonuth Waynesville.” You Republicans
know that if we had thrown out a precinct on the ground that
they ask it, you would reverse us and seat yourmanin the twink-
ling of an eye. I dare say there wounld not be a Democratic com-
mitteeman in this House who would have the cheek or ignorance
to stand up and seriously argue that the precinct had been prop-
erly thrown ont on these grounds.

Why, I recollect the case of Smith against Jackson, in which
Mr. Crisp, twice Speaker of this House, and the gentleman who
now occupies the chair [Mr. DALzeLL] made the two reports, and
they agreed in their reports that these immaterial matters, when
no injury had resulted, should not be considered in arriving at a
judicial determination in such cases. That was a case where the
polling place had been removed without authority from a post-
office to a shoolhouse a half mile down the road, but the gentle-
man who now holds the Chair=said in his report that there seemed
to ha:?i been a full vote polled, and it seemed that no harm had
accrued.

Mr. Crisp coincided with him in presenting his views, and both
agreed upon the point that where no harm was done the American
Congress should never stoop to such a precedent as to disfranchise
a precinct on such ground. I have it here. I will read what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DArzeELL] said in his report:

Contestee charges that the voting place in this precinct, established by
order of the county court, was McGill's post-office, but that the election was
held at Isaac’s Branch schoolhouse, one half to th: vartersof a mile distant
from the t-office. The evidence tends to prove the above statement, but
it is not claimed, nor does the evidence tend toshow, that any person was de-
ceived or prevented from voting thereby. * #* # Thiseallsfor the applica-

tion of the rule which the voter disfranchisement from the
default of a public officer, when such de

ult has resulted in no injury to
anyone.

And Mr. Crisp, in presenting the views of the minority, coin-
cided with him. Are you going to contradict that rule of justice?
T ask you not to do it in the name of the good people of the Ninth
district of North Carolina. But they say there were some old bal-
lots in the ballot box. It is true, as disclosed by the evidence.
The law under which the election prior to that was held required
the ballots of 1896 to be deposited in the ballot box and deposited
with the clerk of the court. On the morning of the election the
clerk of the court gave the election officials & ballot box in which
to hold the election in®hat precinet.

The electors procesded tfo vote in that box; they voted all day,
Democrats, Populists, and Republicans, white and black; and
after they began to count out the ballots, the ballots that had been
honestly cast and were honestly counted—and I call the attention
of Republicans to the fact that neither the contestant nor any
witness for him sa.nya that these votes were not counted properly—
that while the ballots were being counted they discovered in the
bottom of the box alot of old ballots of the 1596 election, One
witness says they were old State fickets; all the other witnesses
say they were old county tickets. The contestant’s own witnesses
say that the judges of clection at once proceeded to separate the
old faded tickets, which were readily distinguishable, having on
them the names of county candidates in the election two years
before, from the new ballots cast that day.

His own witnesses say that there was no trouble in distinguish-
ing them, and that they were separated and honestly and prop-
erly counted. Gentlemen, are you not destroying all honesty in
elections when you come before the American Congress and de-
mand that the precinct of South Waynesville shall be disfran-
chised because a few of last year’s tickets were found in that box?
Suppose you had found a last year’s bird nest in it, would you
throw out the precinct? Suppose you found some blank paper in
it, would you throw out the precinct?

Suppose you had found a spider’s web in there; wounld you
have thrown out the precinct? No. And yet because they found
some of last year’s tickets not worth as much as a spider’s web

.claim

or an old bird nest, they have the arrozance and the presumption
to come before the American Congress and appeal to you to un-
seat Mr. Crawford and seat Mr. Pearson, because, forsooth, al-
though no harm had come from it, the judges failed to open the
box before the election began and examine it and see that there
‘was nothing in it!

(Gentlemen, yon will find no prineiple in any law writer upon
which you can base such a contention. You will find no such
principle enunciated by any judge in all this land, Youn will find
no such principlé declared in any of the various reports hereto-
fore filed in the House of Representatives of the American Con-
gress. Yet, on those grounds, though they allege no fraud and
no wrong, though they allege nothing whatever that wouild sub-
tract one vote from Mr. Crawford or add one vote to Mr. Pearson,
the majority in their reportvirtually ask you to ignore precedent,
toignore justice, and upon mere partisan linesand by an appeal to
a partisan majority to trample npon the will of that people by
throwing out the precinct of South Waynesville.

They virtually ignore the will of the people in their report by
throwing out the nine precincts of Asheville, by throwing out the
precinets of Black Mountain, Old Fort, Marble, and several other
precincts, and tell the people of that Congressional district that
they did not know what they were doing; that they did not elect
anybody, but that yon, the majority of this House, will, under the
guise of honesty and justice, proceed to elect a man whose views,
perhaps, harmonize with yours; that you will elect him contrary
to the regularly and duly expressed will of the majority of voters
of the Ninth district of North Carolina. Thisreport recommends
that you reject 17 precincts with 4,700 votes. I hope this will not
be done. I know that the majority of this House can not do it
if gentlemen will take these reports home and read them to-night
and find out the facts of this case.

The people of North Carclina are waiting for your decision.
Ah, gentlemen, it may be true that the execution of such contem-

lated wrong as I have ascribed to this re would help the
Bemocmts in North Carolina. It may be that if you act upon
those baseless principles and throw out the man whom the people
have elected, it will help us politically. Butwe do not want your
help in that way. We want you to act honestly on the facts of
this case. We trust yon willdoit., We believe that every man
who will give careful study to the case will find, as the eminent
gentleman from New York [Mr. Driscory] found, that Mr. Craw-
ford can not rightfully be thrown out and Mr. Pearson seated
upon anﬁuch grounds as disclosed in this case. _

Mr. THROPP. Does not Mr. Crawford ask to have one precinct
thrown out on the very same principle that you have stated in
reference to another precinet?

Mr. KITCHIN. Iam glad the gentleman has called my atten-
tion to that point. If he is a lawyer—

Mr. THROPP. Iam not.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, then, I can excuse the gentleman. But
the same point was made by the gentleman from Massachusetts,
who, I presume, is a lawyer, when, in the course of this case. it was
by contestant that South Waynesville should be thrown
out on the ground of registration away from the voting place, the
contestee, as a connterclaim, as an offset to that, said, ** While we
deny your right to throw out Waynesyille, to trample justice
under your feet in that manner, if you are going to throw out
Waynesville, the same principle requires you to throw ount these
other precinets.” We did not ask to throw out on that ground a
single precinct or a single vote, but we simply said, “If you are
going to override law and justice in one instance for contestant,
then let it be done in the other for contestee.”

Mr. THROPP. Then the gentleman believes in following a bad
example?

Mr. KITCHIN. I say that this Republican House, if it sees fit
to set a bad example, should be corsistent in applying the rame
law to both parties in the same case in favor of one party as well
as another. But I deny that such an example ought to be set in
the first instance.

_ Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. In other words, if the Repub-
lican House of Representatives is going to lay down that as the
law for one precinet it onght to be the Faw for all.

Mr, KITCHIN. Yes; that is all I contend for, and all that the
minority of this committee has contended for. Every lawyer in
this House understands that under the Revised Statutes we have
that right. Every gentleman on the other side knows that it
would have been folly for us, with a good majority, to have come
here and ask that any precinct be thrown out. We never did it.
‘We were simplyacting under our right underthe Revised Statutes
and claimed that defects relative to registration of voters existed
in two Republican precincts as well asin South Waynesville, and
that the same rule shonld be applied to all precinct, but always
denym% that South Waynesville should be thrown out and her
people disfranchised. [Applause.]

Mr. ROBERTS. It being now somewhat past the usnal hour of
adjournment, I move that the House adjourn.
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WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS,

Pending the motion to adjourn, the following business was
transacted by unanimous consent:

Mr, STEELE obtained leave to withdraw from the files of the
House without leaving copies the papers in the case of Col. G. G.
Pride, Fifty-fifth Congress, there g:ving been no adverse report.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

The Committee on the District of Columbia was discharged
from the farther consideration of the bill (H. R. 11080) to author-
ize the appointment of additional assistant inspectors of buildings
in the District of Columbia; and the same was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

And then the motion of Mr, ROBERTS was aﬁreed to; and ac-
cordingly (at 5 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive commu-
nications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as
follows: -

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a letter from
the Chief of Engineers submitting facts relating to disallowances
of accounts of Maj. H. M. Adams—to the Committee on Appro-
* priations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a letter from
the Chief of Engineers submitting facts relating toa disallowance
of account of Capt. C. MeD. Townsend—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a letter from
the Chief of Engineers submitting facts relating to disallowances
in accounts of Lieut. Col. W. A. Jones—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey of
Red Lake and Red Lake River, Minnesota—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed. .

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey of
Otter Tail Lake and Otter Tail River, Minnesota—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey of
the Lower Willamette and Columbia rivers, below Portland,
Oreg.—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to
be printed,

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the case of
the brig Union, John Walker, master, against the United States—
to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the follow-
ing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered to
the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein named,
as follows:

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the Dbill of the Senate (S. 982) authorizing and directing
the Secretary of the Interior to examine certain claims of persons
who owned or occupied buildings on the Hot Springs Mountain
Reservation, which had been condemned by the Hot Springs Com-
mission and afterwards burned, and to fix a reasonable value
thereof, and making appropriation for the payment, of said claims,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 1341); which said bill and report were referred fo the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10700) to confirm
a lease with the Seneca Nation of Indians, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1403); which said
bill and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BRENNER, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the joint resolution of the House (H. J. Res. 248)
authorizing and directing the Secretary of the Treasury to adjust
and pay certain claims of the State of Ohio, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1405); which
said joint resolution and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey, from the Committee on Labor,
to which wis referred the bill of the Honse (H. R. 5450) to protect
freelabor from prison competition, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1415); which said bill and
report were referred to the House Calendar.

r. PARKER of New Jersey, from the Committee on Military
Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4457)

for the recognition of the military service of the officers and en-
listed men of certain State military organizations, reported the
same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1419);
which said bill and report were referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. JONES of Washington, from the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, to which was referred the bill of the
House (H. R. 11059) to provide an American register for the shi;
Star of Bengal and Star of Italy, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a reﬁoﬂ: (No. 1420); which said bill and
report were referred to the House Calendar.

. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2799) to carry into effect
the stipulations of Article VII of the treaty between the United
States and Spain, concluded on the 10th day of December, 1808,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 1423); which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of the
following titles were severally reported from committees, deliv-
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House, as follows:

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10872) granting
a pension to Caroline Buehler, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1287); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 78) granting a
pension to Samuel W, Childs, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a re%clr_rt (No. 1288); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

.HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 269) to %Iace the name
of Mrs. Rosa G. Thompson, formerly Mrs. Rosa G. Edwards, upon
the pension roll, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1289); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9176) granting
a pension to Emily Haines Harrison, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1290); which said bill
and report were ref=rred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2795) granting an
increase of pension to Christina Noll, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1201); which said bill
and regn-t were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5644) to increase the pen-
sion of Charles Alfred De Arnaud, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1202); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5120) granting a
pension to John 8, Coggeshall, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a relggrt (No. 1203); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar,

r. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2451) granting a
pension to Jennie P. Stover, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1204); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the bill
of the Senate (S. 1569) granting a pension to Phebe E. C. Priestly,
rehgrorted the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
(No. 1205); which said bill and report were referred to the Ii’ri-
vate Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 437) granting a pension
to Mary E. Reynolds, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1296); which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 4008) granting an in-
crease of genmon to Edward M. Tucker, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1297); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2008) granting a
pension to Flavel H. Van Eaton, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1208); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
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which was referred the bill of the House (H. R, 2398) granting a
pension to Andrew Jackson, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a vt (No. 1299); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2539) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Milton H. Daniels, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1300); which
said bill and r?{:ort were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 8294) granting a
pension to Louesa Moulton, reported the same withont amend-
ment, accompanied by a r (No. 1301); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar,

" He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 1758) granting an increase of pension to
Farnham J. Eastman, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No, 1802); which eaid bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, fo which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 169) granting a pension to George E. Tuttle,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
{No. 1803); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4986) for
the increase of pension of William P, Aylesworth, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1304);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 8280) granting a ﬁnsion to
Isabella Underwood, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1305); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 163) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Dwight D. Wilber, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1306); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOFFECKER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3899) granting a
pension to James Cook, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No, 1307); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2077) granting an
increase of pension to Jacob P. Fletcher, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1308); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 8788) granting an increase
of pension to James Williams, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1309); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 1204) to pension Martha
McSwain, widow of William McSwain, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1310); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7621) granting
a pension to William H. Chapman. reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No, 1311); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 103) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Critzer, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1312); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4650) granting a pension
to Mrs. Sarah Parrish, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1313); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 3089) to grant a pension to Kate M.
Pond reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 1314); which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3183) granting a
pension to George W. Newell, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a relg»ort (No. 1815); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

_He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 3300) granting an increase of pension to

Luke H. Monson, rted the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a re (No. 1316); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 1460) granting a pension to Charles A,
Hutchings, r?orted the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1317); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr, GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (13. 3058) granting an
increase of pension to Harriet E. Meylert, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1318); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, GIBSON,from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10749) granting a pen-
sion to Henry L. White, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1319); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 3861) for the relief of Jesse Millard, late
corporal, Company G, Third Tennessee Cavalry, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by areport (No. 1320); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7320) to increase the
pension of Lewis Swenson, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1321); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1274) granting
anincreaseof pensionto Augustus C. Pyle, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1322); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2849) granting a pension
to Mary A. Hanson, of Jackson County, Ill., reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1323); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (1. 3082) granting a pension to
Elizabeth F. Wolfley, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1824); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 1548) granting an
increase of pension to James Byrne, reported the same withount
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1325) ; which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the billof the House (H. R. 7533) granting a pension
to Fannie M. O'Linn, of Chadron, in the State of Nebraska, re-
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
1826); which said bill and report were referred to the Private Cal-

endar,

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 1364) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Henry H. Blockson, reported the
same withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1327);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 716) granting a
pension to Susan Buck, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1328); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 4007) granting an increase
of pension to Bernard Dunn, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1329); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1990) for the relief of
Julia A. Heath, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1330); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, fo which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 6854) to increase the pension of Frederick
W. Kellogg, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No, 1331); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 61) grant-
ing a pension to George Bunce, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1332); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S, 825) granting an increase
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of pension to Joseph B. Coons, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a regtl);t (No.-1333); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar,

r. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9308) granting an
increase of pension to Joseph M. Shaw, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1334); which said bill
and regort were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOFFECKER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 1551) granting a
pension to John G. B. Masters, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1335); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

r. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 8154) granting an increase
of pension to Kate Cadwell, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1386); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar,

r. HOFFECKER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3634) granting a
pension to Mary P. Hunter, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No, 1837); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10062)
granting an increase of pension fo Harriet Crotsenburg, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1338);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10381) grantin
an increase of pension to G. T. Ridlon, reported the same wi
amendment, accompanied by a report (No, 1339); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4800) granting a
pension to Joseph Crawford, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a reﬁt (No. 1340); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10847) granting
& pension to Betseg A, Summers, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1342); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar. ! .

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, towhich
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 8549) granting an increase
of pension to William A. Keyes, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by areport (No. 1343); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 471) granting
an increase of pension to John W. ig, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1844); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr.GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1822) granting an increase
of pension to Isaac M. Shup, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1345); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Eg{ . SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8207) to grant a
pension to Joseph Quinn, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a reg;rt (No. 1346); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 314) granting a
pension to Rosa L. Couch, reported the same withoutamendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1347); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7327) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charles S, Paine, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1348); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R, 9719) granting a
pension to Amos W. Felker, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1349); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7328) granting
an increase of pension to John Nicklin, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1350); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. !

Mr, GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 756) granting a pen-
sion to Lydia F. Wiley, reported the same without amendment,

accompanied by a report (No. 1351); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, HEDGE, from the Committee ondnvalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10778) grauting an in-
crease of pension to Martin V. B. Winkler, reported the samsg
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1352); which
said bill and rﬁEort were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2215) granting an
increase of pension to Robert J. Koonce, rted the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1353); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, fromthe Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9502) granting a pen-
sion to Pheebe A. La Mott, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1354); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 1553) granting an
increase of pension to Samantha Barnes, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1353); which said
bill and rex%!'t were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1803) granting a pension
to Julia E. G.. Lewis, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1356); which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2962) granting an
increase of ion to William Blades, rted the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1357); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

He , from the same committee, to which was referred the bill
of the Senate (8. 1207) granting an increase of pension to Levi
Chandler, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a report (No. 1358); which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5150) granting a pension
to William Love, reported the same withamendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1359); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr, CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 22T(rit)£mnting an
increase of pension fo George W. Ragland, re the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1860); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5208) granting a
pension to Mary E. Dickey, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a rs];;:t (No. 1361); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar. .

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1734) to
grant a pension to Mary A. Whitmore, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1362); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10912) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Whitmore, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1363); which gaid bill
and mﬁrﬁ were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6407) to
increase the pensions of Michael S. Brockett, George W, Williams,
and Isaac N. Willhite, reported thesame with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1364); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr, GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2142) for the relief of Anna
‘Whitney Tarbell, reported the same withont amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1365); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.,

Mr, GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9010) granting an
increase of pension to Charles A, Westfield, of Wilkesbarre, Pa.,
reported the sume with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
13{216); which said bill and report werereferred to the Private Cal-
endar.

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2752) granting a pension
to Edmund P, Tierney, reported the same with amendment, ac«
companied by a report (No. 1367); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 806) granting an
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increase of pension to Warren L. Eaton, r the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1368); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10761) granting
an increase of pension to Oliver H. Cram, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1369); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He , from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 7190) to increase the pension of George
0. Cole, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No, 1370); whichsaid bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 8467) grantin
a pension to Hellen Lang, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a rt (No. 1371); which said bill and

rt were referred to th ivate Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 10261) granting a pension to Josiah H.
Buckingham, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1372); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8218) granting a
pension to Mrs. Mary E. Lacey, an Army nurse, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1373); which
said bill and were referred to the Privaie Calendar.

Mr. HOFF ECKER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2483) granting an
increass of pension to Lewis C. Beard, rlgported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1874); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, SOALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Homse (H. R. 10235) grant-
ing an increase of pension to George Friend, rted the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1875); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 1441) granting an increase of peunsion to
J. amg?l % Harrt:;};lft mﬁarhlag__ tﬁtie sm;le git.ht:luﬁ ;ﬁnengment, accom-

i v & (No, 1376); which said bill an were
?:fnexredm the Private Calendar. Dy

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1965) granting a
pension to John Lonergan, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1877); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFTF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1881) granting an increase
of pension to H H. Lewis, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a relggrt (No, 1378); which said bill and
ragti)rt were referred to the Private Calendar.

r. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10524), granting
an increase of pension to Lewis H, Riden, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No, 1379); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the SBenate (S. 3418) granting an
increase of pension to Eliza Adelaide Ball, relgorbed thesame with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1380); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5648) to grant a
pension to Mrs, Mary B. Allen, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1381); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5117) for the relief of
Roland Burnett, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 1882); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOFFECKER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3268) granting an
increase of pension to Elisha F. Barton, reported the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1383); which said

bill and,re were referred to the Private Calendar.
Mr, B, from the Committes on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred i

the bill of the House H.R.iB'TG)frmﬁng an in-
crease of pension to D. Holdri reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1384); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 847), grant-
ing an increase of pension to James B. Logan, reported same

withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1385); which
said bill and rEelgort were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6096) granting
apension to Samuel W. Kirkendall, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No, 1386); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar.

_He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 1734) granting a pension to Mary 8. Beld-
ing, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 1387); which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar, A

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10750) to restore James
H. Rainey to the pension roll, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1388); which said bill and repecrt
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DRIGGS, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7714) granting a pension
to Sarah M, Leslie, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a reg;rt( o, 1389); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 3203) granting an
increase of pension to Helen Harlow, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1390); which said bill
and ren?ort were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, o which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 2000) granting a pension to Hannah G. Huff,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
((3 N{o. %3;!} ); which said billand report were referred to the Private

alendar,

_He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Serate (S. 2550) granting an increase of pension to
Charles W. Hobart, reported the same withont amendment, ac-
companied by a rt (No. 1392); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2392) granting
a pension to_Daniel Davis, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a reg:irt (No. 1393); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 258) granting an
increase of pension to Coryden Bevans, reported the same with-
out amendment, acéomfpanjed by a report (No. 1394); which said
bill and rt were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr.G N, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2093) granting an increase
of pension to Edward Madden, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1895); which said bill and
reg&rt were referred to the Private Calendar. !

. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10029) granting a
pension to Elizabeth Springer, widow of Charles Springer, late of
Company G, Ninth Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1396); whichsaid
bill and ﬁport were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committeeon Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2961) granting an
increase of pension to Michael Lochard, regn-ted the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1397); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. G N, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4679) granting a pension

to Micager Philpot, re the same with amendment, accom-
panied a (No. 1308); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10616) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Jonathan Mead, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a (No. 1399); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4069) to restore
the name of Julia A. Kinkead to the pension rolls, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1400);
which said bill and rt were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 2203) granting an
increase of pension to William Taylor, rﬁportad the same without
amendment, amc:ﬁpanmd by a report (No. 1401); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. 1

Mr. HEDGE, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6902) granting a pension
to Mrs, Lydia A. Tryon, reported the same with amendment,
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accompansed by a report (No, 1402); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, SIMS, from the Committee on War Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6339) for the relief of the
heirs of William Heryford, deceased, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1407); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 3860) for the relief of the widow of the
late Capt. Daniel C. Trewhitt, of Chattanooga, Tenn., reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1408);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. WEAVER, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9209) to confer jurisdic-
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear and adjudicate the claim
of the personal representatives of William Kiskadden, deceased,
reported the same with amendment, accomfpanied by a report
(No. 1409); which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr, OTJEN, from the Committee on War Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2795) for the relief of Milton
F. Colburn, administrator of the estate of Gilbert Colburn, de-
ceased, late of Annapolis, Md., reported the same withont amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1410); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 2707) for the relief of Gotlieb Feldmeyer,
of Annapolis, Md., reported the same withont amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1411); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bili of the Senate (S. 8478) for the relief of
Corinne Strickland, reported the same withont amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 1412); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2028) for the relief of
Michael Kries, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 1413); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, WEAVER, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7038) for the relief of
William P. Marshall, reported the same without amendment, ac-
compan‘ed by a report (Ne. 1414); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. UNDERHILL, from the Committee 6n Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5654) for the relief of
Lawrence Collins and Edward J. Flanigan, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a re (No. 1416); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois, from the Committee on Claims, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8122) for the relief
of Frank B, Crosthwaite, reported the same withont amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 1417); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. OTEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the bill of the House (H. R. 2777) anthorizing and directing
the Secretary of the Treasury to pay to the heirs of Peter Johnson
certain money due him for carrying the mail, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1418); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. JONES of Washington, from the Committee on the Public
Lands, to which was referred the bill of the Honse (H. R. 8765)
for the relief of John C. Smith, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 1421); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the-Private Calendar.

Mr. OTJEN, from the Committee on War Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7801) for the relief of John
D. Youell and 127 other House bills, reported in lien thereof a
House resolution, No. 254, referring to the Court of Claims the
claim of John D. Youell and 127 others, accompanied by a report
(No. 1422); which said resolution and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials

?;llthe following titles were introduced and severally referred as
OWS:

]Z;g Mr. DE VRIES: A bill (H. R. 11426) to provide for sittings
of the cirenit and district courts of the northern district of Cali-
fornia in the city of Sacramento, in said district—to the Committee
on the J udiciari:f

By Mr. PAYNE: A bill (H. R. 11427) to amend the internal-
revenue laws relating to brands npon distillers’ packages—to the
Comumnittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SHERMAN: A bill (H. R. 11428) amending the statutes
relating to the delivery of imported merchandise—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, STOKES: A bill (H. R. 11420) to provide for the in-
vestigation of the historical archives and public records of the
several States and Territories, and of the United States, with a
view to their preservation by publication—to the Committee on
the Libra?.

By Mr. JONES of Washington: A bill (H., R. 11430) to amend
an act enfitled “*An act to provide additional regulations for home-
stead and preemption enfries for public lands,” approved March
3, 1879—to the Committee on the Publiec Lands.

By Mr. McCLELLAN: A bill (H. R. 11462) to amend section 1
of the act entitled “*An act to provide ways and means to meet
war expenditures, and for other purposes,” approved June 13,
1898—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PAYNE: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 251) ‘sranﬁng
permission for the erection of a monument or statue in Washing-
ton City, D. C., in honor of the late Annie Wittenmeyer, past
national president of the Woman's Relief Corps of the United
States, ex-Army nurse, founder of the Soldiers’ Orphans’ Home at
Davenport, ITowa—to the Committee on the Library. .

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A resolution (H. Res. 252) directing
the Secretary of the Treasury to furnish the House certified copies
of the several reports made by James W. McGinnis relating to
the manufacture of oleo—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HEATWOLE: A resolution (H. Res. 258) directing the
superintendent of the House folding room to make a complete in-
ventory of all printed books, maps, and pamphlets in the folding
room—to the Committee on Printing,.

ADVERSE REPORTS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered to
the Clerk, and laid on the table, as follows:

Mr. SPALDING, from the Committee on War Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8698) to provide for pay-
ment of 50 per cent additional for all work in excess of eight
hours per diem for certain per diem employees of the Government,
reported the same adversely, accompanied by a report (No. 1404);
which said bill and report were laid on the table.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 8403) to refer the claims of Armstrong
and others to the Court of Claims, reported the same adversely,
accompanied by a report (No. 1406); which said bill and report
were laid on the table,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
ﬂ;ﬁ following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R. 11431) to remove the charge
of desertion against the nameof John M. Lockry, late of Company
L, Fourth Michigan Cavalry Volunteers—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11432) granting an increase of pension to
John Neeb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, BRICK: A bill (H. R.11433) granting a pension to Mrs,
Mary E. Cole—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COONEY: A bill (H. R. 11434) for the relief of John H.
Alexander—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. GROUT: A bill (H. R. 11435) granting a pension to Jo-
seph A, Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 11436) granting an increase of pension to
Fernando C. Back—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HALL: A bill (H. R. 11437) granting an increase of
pension to Martin Kopp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11438) granting an honorable discharge to

Jeremiah Dressler—to the Committee on Mili Affairs,
Also, a bill (H. R. 11439) granting an honorable discharge to
William A. Deemer—to the ttee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. JACK: A bill (H. R. 11440) granting an increase of
pension to Joseph B. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 11441) granting an increase of
gens‘i_on to Mrs. Rosalia Hackmeier—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions. »

Also, a bill (H. R. 11442) granting a pension to Sabrina L. B.
Abbott—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. MERCER: A bill (H. R.11443) granting a pension to
Benjamin Contal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, MEYER of Louisiana: A bill (H. R.11444) for the relief
of William J. Brodie—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11445) for the relief of Frederick Miller—to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11446) to remove the charge of desertion from
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the military record of John Mander—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11447) for the relief of certain officers of the
Second Reﬁiment Lounisiana Cavalry Volunteers—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, .

Also, a bill (H, R. 11448) correcting the military record of
Ferdinand Pizzica—to the Committee on Military irs.

B{l Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 11449) granting a pension to
Michael Fitzgerald—to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. RHEA of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 11450) granting a
pension to S. H. Duvall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RHEA of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11451) to remove the
charge of desertion from the records of Henry H, Winn—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. RIORDAN: A bill (H. R, 11452) to restore the name of
Nettie L. Bliss to the pension roll—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H, R. 11453) granting a pension to
Charles E. Binns—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. HENRY C, SMITH: A bill (H. R, 11454) granting an
increase of pension to Clemencia M. Fuller—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11455) granting a pension to Daisy Phillips—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SPIGHT: A bill (H. R. 11456) for the relief of the estate
of John P. Caruthers, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11457) for the relief of the heirs of H. G.
Spencer, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. STEWART of New York: A bill (H. R. 11458) to re-
move the charge of desertion from the military record of William
Morenus—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TAYLER of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 11459) granting a pen-
sion to Elizabeth Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R, 11460) to correct the military
}-egord of William H, Signet—to the Committee on Military Af-

airs,

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 11461) for the
gel_ief of William B. Franklin—to the Committee on Military Af-

airs.

By Mr. OTJEN, from the Committee on War Claims: A resolu-
tion (H. Res. 254) referring to the Court of Claims the case of
%{Ohn D. Youell and 127 others—to the Calendar of the Whole

ouse.

_—

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following }:vef:itions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BOUTELLE of Maine: Petition of citizens of Myra, Me.,
in favor of the passage of House bill No. 3717, amending the oleo-
margarine law—to the Committee on iculture.

By Mr., BURKETT: Resolutions of Electrical Brotherhood of
Columbus, Ohio, against any legislation regulating the manufac-
ture of butterine—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BURLEIGH: Resolutions of Nathan F. Blunt Post, No.
109, of Bingham, Me., Grand Army of the Republic, in favor ofa
bill locating a Branch Soldiers’ Home near Johnson City, Tenn.—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BUTLER: Petition of the Woman's Christian Temper-
ance Union of Downingtown, Pa., urging the enacfment of the
anti-canteen bill—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Chester County, Pa., to amend the
present law in relation to the sale of oleomargarine—to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CARMACK: Papers relating to the claim of Jemima
gihqmbars, of Fayette County, Tenn.—to the Committee on War

aims,

By Mr. CLARKE of New Hampshire: Petition of the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Union of Peterboro, N. H., for the passage
of a bill to forbid the sale of liquors in canteens—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs. -

Also, petition of Penniman Post, No. 42, Department of New
Hampshire, Grand Army of the Republic, in favor of House bill
No. 7094, to establish a Branch Soldiers’ Home at Johnson City,
Tenn.—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Contoocook, N. H., in favor of the
passage of House bill No. 3717, amending the oleomargarine law—
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GAMBLE: Petition of druggists of Rapid City, S. Dak.,
for the repeal of the stamp tax on proprietary medicines, per-
fumery, etc.—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GROUT: Papers to accompany House bill granting an
increase of pension to Fernando C. Back—to the Committee on
Pensions,

Also, papers to accompany House bill granting a pension to Jo-
seph A. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of M, A, Adams, president of Highland Cream-

ery, and 23 others, of Derby, Vt., in favor of the passage of House
bill No, 8717, amending the oleomargarine law—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. HEDGE: Petition of druggists of Burlington, Iowa, for
the repeal of the stamp tax on medicines, perfumery, and cosmet-
ies—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JACK: Petition of Jefferson Post. No. 269, Department
of Pennsylvania, Grand Army of the Republic, in favor of House
bill No. 7094, to establish a Branch -Soldiers’ Home at Johnson
City, Tenn.—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. JONES of Washington: Resolutions of the Chamber of
Commerce of Seattle, urging liberal ag?ropriaﬁons for the sup-
port of the Hydrographic Oftice of the Navy Department—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

Also, resolutions adopted at a public meeting at Coupeville,
Wash., relative to the sale of liquors and urging certain other
ieéol_-ms in the new possessions—to the Committee on Insular

airs,

By Mr. McALEER: Resolutions of the American Philosophical
Society, of Philadelphia, Pa., urging the establishment of a na-
tional standards bureau—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights,
and Measures.

Also, getition of the Indiana Horticultural Society, of Lafay-
ette, Ind.; Virginin State Horticultural Society, and Maryland
State Horticultural Society, favoring the passage of the Brosius
pure-food bill—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

Also, resolutions of the Trades League of Philadelphia, Pa., urg-
ing the immediate construction of the Nicaragua Canal—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of E. K. Tryon, jr., & Co., of Philadelphia, Pa.,
urging liberal hydrographic afbpmpriations for the support of the
Geological Survey for the reclaiming of arid lands—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of Hon. A. 8. CrAY and Hon. L. F. LiVINGSTON,
indorsing the work of C. P. Goodyear on the onter bar of Bruns-
wick, Ga., and urging such legislation as will enable him to con-
tinue the work—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, resolution of the Trades League of Philadelphia, Pa., in-
dorsing House bill No. 10374, increasing the postage on certain
publications and favoring 1-cent local letter postage—to the Com-
miftee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, resolution of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, urging the
passage of House bill 10035, amending the Loud bill--to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of the National Association of Railway Postal
Clerks, favoring House bill No. 10301, relating to the Railway Mail
Service appropriation—to the Committee on- the Post-Office and
Post-Roads.

By Mr. MAHON: Petitions of the Methodist Episcopal Church
of Mount Union.and Women's Missionary Society of Upton, Pa.,
for the passage of a bill to forbid the sale of liguors in canteens—
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, petition of Mapleton Depot Grange, No. 1134, Patrons of
Husbandry, of Pennsylvania, in favor of the passage of House bill
No. 5717, amending the oleomargarine law—to the Committee on

Agriculture.

By Mr. MERCER: Petition of citizens of Omaha, Nebr., in ref-
erence fo manufacture of baking powder—to the Committee on

iculture.

y Mr. MEYER of Louisiana: Paper to accompany House bill
for the removal of disabilities of the officers of the Second Louisi-
ana Cavalry Volunteers, New Orleans, La., caused by Special
gzgqrs, No. 121, September 7, 1864—to the Commitee on Military

airs,

Also, paper to accompany House bill to correct the military
recordof William J. Brodie—tothe Committee on Military A ffairs,

Also, papers to accompany House bill to-correct the military
;epord of Ferdinand Pezzica—to the Committee on Military Af-

airs. .

By Mr, NAPHEN: Resolutions of Local Union No. 54, Inter-
national Electrical Workers' Brotherhood, Columbus, Ohio. against
the passage of legislation restricting the manufacture of oleomar-
garine—to the Committee on Agricunlture,

_Also, resolutions of the New England Shoe and Leather Asso-
ciation, in favor of Senate bill No. 1439, relating to an act to reg-
ulate commerce—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Also, resolutions of the Massachusetts Convention of Grocers
and Provision Dealers, relating to the bankruptey law, parcels-
post_system, and certain other measures—to the Commaittee on
the Judiciary.

Also, resolutions of the American Chemieal Society, in favor of
legislation for a national burean of standards and standardiza-
tion—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

ByMr.OTJEN: Petition of International Brotherhood of Book-
binders, in favor of House bill 9669 and Senate bill 3874, relating
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to rate of wages at the Government Printing Office—to the Com-
mittee on Printing,

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Sundry petitions of citizens of the
State of Indiana, for the passage of a bill to forbid the sale of
1ic%mrs in canteens—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Mr. RHEA of Kentucky (by ref{c(:est): Petition of 8. H.
Perkins and other citizens, of Elkton, Ky., to accompany Houss
bill granting a pension to Charles W, Bivins—to the Committee
on I;:valid Penstions. 5 Yhi o

Also, papers to accompany House bill granting a pension to
H. Duvall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, RIXEY: Paf»ars fo accompany House bill for the relief
of Charles E. Binns, of Langley, Va.—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBERTS: Petition of John N, Ames and 8 other phar-
macists of Chelsea, Mass., for the repeal of the stamp tax on pro-
prietaﬂy medicines—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCUDDER: Petition of certain citizens of Hicksville,
N. Y., for the repeal of the stamp tax on proprietary medicines,
perfumery, etec.—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr.SHERMAN: Petition of the Mutual Life Insurance Com-
pany of New York, for the redress of certain grievances—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: Petition of George S. Howes, of
Jackson, Mich., for the repeal of the stamp tax on proprietary
medicines, perfumery, etc.—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. SPIGHT: Papers relating to the claim of Mrs. M. A,
Doak, administratrix of A. M. Doak, of Lafayette County, Miss,—
to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. STEWART of New Jersey: Resolutions of Farragnt
Post, No. 28, Department of New Jersey, Grand Army of the
Republie, in favor of House bill No, 7094, to establish a Branch
Soldiers’ Home at Johnson City, Tenn.—to the Committee on Mil-
itary Affairs.

By Mr, SULZER: Resolutions of Building Trades Council and
Painters and Decorators of America, against further oleomarga-
rine legislation by Congress—to the Committee on Agﬁculture.

Also, petition of Jacob Imandt and 8 wage-workers of New
York City, against the passage of House bill No. 10275, amending
the poatn{' law relating to second-class mail matter—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

Also, petition of Grain Dealers’ National Association of Chicago,
1., przgcdng for a reduction of the war-revenue tax on grain or
cotton tickets and bills of lading—to the Committee on Waysand

Means.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of John F, Hazlett, E.
Bingham, and 22 others, of Brooklyn, N, Y., against the passage
of Honse bill No. 10275, amending the
class mail matter—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-

Roads.

By Mr, ZIEGLER: Papers to accompany House bill No, 10689,
granting a pension to Michael Falkoner—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

SENATE.

THURSDAY, May 10, 1900,

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLsuUrN, D, D.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s pro-
ceedings, when, on request of Mr. PENROSE, and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was disg‘ensed with, Y

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Journal, without objec-
tion, will gtand approved.

BATTLEFIELD MONUMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a commu-
nication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a letter
from the Secretary of War, snbmitting estimates of appropria-
tions for the superintendent of battlefields, $1,500, and for re-
pairs of monuments, etc., Antietam battlefield, $2,000; which,
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs, and orﬁ-ed to be printed,

COPYRIGHT LAWS,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a commu-
nication from the Librarian of Congress, transmitting a compila-
tion embodying the enactments relating to copyright from 1783
to 1899; which, with the accompanying papers, was referred to
the Committee on Printing,

ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF CIVIL-SERVICE LAW,
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Civil Service Commission, fransmitting, in

to a resolution of the 3d instant, papers in connection
mxedviolaﬁonso! section 11 of the civil-service act, oc-

curring during the year 1899, in Ohio and in Kentucky; which,
with the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on
Civil Service and Retrenchment, and ordered to be printed,

MESSAGE FRCM THE HOUSE,

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr, W. J.
Br_towxmu, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
with amendments the bill (S. 2657) to reimburse sundry collect-
ors of internal revenue for internal-revenne stamps paid for and
charged in their accounts and not received by them; in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

_The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolution; and
they were therenpon signed by the President 13:0 tempore:

A bill (8. 892) to pay the General Marine Insurance Company
of Dresden the sum of $1,434.12 for certain coupons detached
from United States bonds; which said conpons were lost on the
Cunard Steamship Oregon, sunk at sea March 14, 1886;

A bill (8. 1284) for the relief of W. H, L, Pepperell, of Concordia,

A bill (8, 1856) for the relief of Edwin L. Field;

A bill (8, 1894) for the relief of the Union Iron Works, of San
Francisco, Cal.;

A bill (8. 1805) granting an increase of pension to Lillian Capron;
& A bill (8. 1905) granting an increase of pension to Agnes K.

apron;

A Dbill (8. 2366) to anthorize the establishment at some point in
North Carolina of a station for the investigation of problems con-
nected with marine fishery interests of the Middle and South At-
lantic coast;

A bill (8. 2499) to authorize needed repairs of the veled or
macadamized road from the city of Newbern, N, C., to the national
cemetery near said city;

A bill (8. 2559) authorizing the Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue to redeem or make allowance for internal-revenue stamps;

A bill (8. 3537) to grant anthority to change the name of the
steamship Paris;

AﬁA blill (H. R. 1381) granting an increase of pension to James J.
gel;

A bill (H. R. 1737) granting a pension fo Cora I. Cromwell;

A bill (H. R. 4080) granting an increase of pension to Margarett
L. Coleman;

A bill (H. R. 4276) granting an increase of pension to John R,

ggeman;
A bill (H. R. 6784) granting an increase of pension to Henry H.

postal law relating tosecond- | Neff

e ]
A bill (H. R. 7022) granting a pension to Rhoda A. Patman;
A bill (H. R, 8079) granting a pension to Bertha M. Jordan; and
A joint resolution (H. J, Res, 198) providing for the printing
and distribution of the general report of the expedition of the
steamer Fishhawk to Porto Rico, including the chapter relating to
the fish and fisheries of Porto Rico, as contained in the Fish Com-
mission Bulletin for 1800.

PETITIONS AND MEMOR TALS.,

Mr. PRITCHARD presented the petition of Martha A. Royce,
of Hot Springs, N. C., praying that she be granted indemnity for
the use and occupation of her property by soldiers during the late
civil war; which was referred to the Committee on Claims.

Mr. McBRIDE presented a petition of Liberty Grange, No. 292,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Liberty, Oreg., praying for the adop-
tion of certain amendments to the interstate-commerce law; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Liberty Grange, No, 292, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Liberty, Oreg., prayng for the enactment of
legislation to secure the advantages of State control of imitation
dairy products; which was referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and For A

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the Woman’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union of Peterboro, N, H., praying for the en-
actment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors
in Army canteens, etc.; which was referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs. i

Mr. SHOUP presented a petition of sundry citizens of Idaho,
E\ﬁ:ym‘ g for the establishment of a fish hatchery at Henrys Lake,

I mgint County, Idaho; which was referred to the Committee on
Fisheries.

He also ted a petition of 78 citizens of Bear Lake County,
Idaho, a:f; ?;h petition of 6{1{5 hgitizens :é Netherce g?n s Id;lpc%

aylng 10r the passage 0. so-called free-homest s W
1?1l|1'.e51't1.n'ordmared to lie on the table.

Mr. FORAKER presented a petition of the Presbytery of Steu-
benville, Ohio, praying for the enactment of leggllation to pro-
hibit the sale of intoxicating liquors in the Army, Soldiers' Homes,

|
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